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For centuries, the Byzantine text of the
New Testament—the medieval Greek
manuscripts of Byzantine origin—was the
only widely used text of the New Testa-
ment. But with the advent of the inter-
pretations of Westcott and Hort in the
nineteenth century, the Byzantine text was
considered by many to be obsolete. Today,
it is rarely used, and most New Testament
critics repudiate it as inferior to the current
and predominant critical text.

In The Byzantine Text-Type and New
Testament Textual Criticism, Harry A.
Sturz shows why this rejection of the
Byzantine text is unjustified. While he does
not agree with those scholars who say the
Byzantine is the best text because it most
closely represents the original text of the
New Testament, he does believe it has
value in New Testament criticism.

Divided into two parts, The Byzantine
Text-Type and New Testament Textual
Criticism outlines the views of prominent
New Testament critics who have opposed
and supported the use of the Byzantine text
in New Testament criticism.

Part I discusses the theory of Westcott
and Hort, and cites their reasons for con-
sidering the Byzantine text “secondary,”
discarding it, and formulating their own in-
terpretation of the most valid text of the
New Testament.

The Westcott-Hort theory is followed by
the rebuttal of John Burgon and Edward
Hills, two scholars who believed the
Byzantine text is the “primary” text, or the
text by which all other New Testament
texts should be judged.

In Part II, Sturz indicates his reasons for
believing that the Byzantine text is neither
“primary " nor “secondary,” but indepen-
dent, and as such should not be “set aside.”
As Sturz says in his opening chapter: “The
Byzantine text should be recognized as
having an important and useful place in
textual criticism because it is an indepen-
dent witness to an early form of the New
Testament text.”
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‘well-organized and careful examination
...can have revolutionary consequences’

“Dr. Sturz gives a well-organized and careful examination of Hort's
arguments. He has amply documented his study with detailed lists of
readings and a full and serviceable bibliography.”

“His conclusions can have revolutionary consequences for the text of the
Greek New Testament. The Byzantine text is not just a later recension,
but contains distinctive readings, going back to the second century,
which may sometimes prove original. We now need editions of the
Greek Testament which will reflect Sturz's views.”

George D. Kilpatrick
Professor Emeritus of New Testament
Oxford University, England
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Preface

Widely different views are currently held on the history and
usefulness of the type of text represented by the mass of the later
manuscripts of the New Testament. Because of this, settling the
question of the Byzantine text-type is essential for any student of
the New Testament who seeks a means of evaluating external evi-
dence for readings. The crucial nature of the problem is clear from
the fact that the “history of the New Testament text” held by the
critic largely determines whether he will set aside the testimony of
the mass of the mss or will take it into account in decision-making
at places of variation. The “history of the text” he accepts and fol-
lows is unavoidably, even if unconsciously, an influential factor in
his evaluation of evidence for readings.

His judgment regarding the value and usefulness of the Byzan-
tine text may often make the difference in whether the textual stu-
dent follows the reading printed in his edited Greek text or prefers a
reading the editors have relegated to the critical apparatus. 1) If the
critic holds that the Byzantine text represents a late, secondary and
corrupt stage of the New Testament and that the Alexandrian text,
e.g., best represents the original (Westcott and Hort ez al), he quite
naturally dismisses the Byzantine text from consideration and fol-
lows the reading(s) of the Alexandrian text. 2) However, if he holds
that the Byzantine represents the “traditional” or original text most
accurately, and that other texts are corruptions of it (Burgon et al),

9



10 THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

he naturally gives the Byzantine supreme authority and the read-
ings of the differing texts are relegated to the apparatus. 3) If, on the
other hand, he believes that the “history of the text” is largely un-
traceable and that none of the text-types or Mss are capable of sup-
plying any real external weight of attestation (Kilpatrick et al), his
decision-making will rely chiefly upon internal (transcriptional, in-
trinsic and stylistic) evidence of readings. 4) However, if he believes
that each of the main text-types (including the Byzantine) are
equally old and relatively independent from each other, he will in-
clude the Byzantine testimony along with the others in order to
determine external weight and spread of testimony.

The investigation lying behind the original dissertation on which
this book is based was to see if there were valid reasons for making
use of the Byzantine text-type as an early and independent witness
to the text of the New Testament. The investigation having been
made and with the conviction that such reasons exist, this treatment
seeks to present a case for including the Byzantine text-type in the
weighing of external evidence for various readings to the Greek text
of the New Textament.



PART I

Current Attitudes Toward the Byzantine Text






CHAPTER I

Background

“Byzantine” refers to that type of text which characterizes the ma-
jority of the later Greek uncial, semi-uncial and minuscule manu-
scripts of the New Testament. It is also the type of text found in the
Syriac Peshitta and Gothic versions and in the extant quotations of
Church Fathers from Chrysostom on. This text derives its name
from the provenance (origin) of most of its manuscripts: the Byzan-
tine Empire. It has, in addition to “Byzantine,” been called: “Anti-
ochian,” after the supposed place of its origin, and the “Lucian
Recension,’ after its supposed editor. It is Semler’s “Oriental,”
Bengel’s “Asiatic,” Griesbach’s “Constantinopolitan,” Westcott and
Hort’s “Syrian,” and Burgon’s “Traditional.” Other designations of
the same text include: von Soden and Merk’s “K,” standing for
“Koine” or “Common” text, Lagrange’s “A,” and Kenyon’s “Al-
pha.” It is largely the text which lies behind the Textus Receptus and
the King James Version. In this book the Byzantine text will be re-
ferred to more or less indiscriminately by the use of several of the
above terms, especially those currently being used by writers in this
area of study.!

1t should be noted that the early and later stages of the Byzantine text are
sometimes distinguished by various authors. Westcott and Hort used the term
“Constantinopolitan” when they wished to indicate a later “Syrian” text reading
where an earlier and later stage might be discerned in the attestation of a passage.
In these instances “Syrian” was reserved for the earlier stage. (For an example see
Hort’s “Notes on Select Readings,” The New Testament in the Original Greek.)

13



14 THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

The Byzantine text has had its ups and downs. Especially is this
true with regard to what is generally thought of as its chief repre-
sentative: the Textus Receptus (TR). Most textual students of the
New Testament would agree that the TR was made from a few me-
dieval Greek manuscripts, mostly Byzantine, of Von Soden’s Kx
strand. They would further concur that the TR, though it brought
the students and translators of the New Testament infinitely closer
to the originals than the Latin Vulgate, was far from the pure text of
the original autographs. Indeed, it was “the text received by all”
and therefore the text used by all.2 However, the principal reason
for this was probably the fact that it was the only text available to
all.

Though voices began to be raised for revision of the TR early in
the eighteenth century, its sway was not broken until the nineteenth
century. Beginning with Karl Lachmann’s bold exclusion of the late
manuscripts in publishing his reconstruction of a fourth-century
text, efforts continucd through the collating and editing labors of
Constantine Tischendorf. The climax came with the use of the ge-
nealogical argument, which, as applied by Westcott and Hort (WH)
gave the coup de grace to the Received Text.3 The text of WH then
replaced that of the TR, and the reign of the Byzantine text came to
an end. From a position of exclusive use, it fell to a place of almost
complete disuse. To this day, at least as far as the West is concerned,
it has become the least-used text.4

Though the scholarly world for the most part accepted the over-
throw of the TR and along with it the rejection of the Byzantine
text-type, nevertheless the agreement was not unanimous. From the

2Bruce M. Metzger, Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1963). See his chapter on “The Lucianic Re-
cension of the Greek Bible,” and especially pages 27:30 for a concise summary of
the influence of the Antiochian Text outside the Greek Church.

3For a lucid summary of this transition period and the supplanting of the TR,
see Ernest Cadman Colwell, What is the Best New Testament? (Chicago: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1952), pp. 16-39; or Kirsopp Lake, The Text of the New
Testament (6th ed. rev. by Silva New), 13th impression; London: Rivingtons, 1959,
pp. 62-73. For a fuller treatment see M. R. Vincent, A History of the Textual Crit-
icism of the New Testament (New York: Macmillan Co., 1899), pp. 53-109.

4The Eastern Church has consistently resisted attempts to revise its text and
versions away from the Byzantine norm. Cf. Robert P. Casey, “A Russian Orthodox
View of New Testament Textual Criticism,” Theology, LX. No. 440 (1957), 50-54.



CHAPTER I 15

first there was a reaction on the part of some Biblical scholars led by
John William Burgon, Dean of Chichester. He sought to refute the
theory of WH and to support the text which lay behind the TR,
which he called the “Traditional” text.

Two clear-cut attitudes toward the Byzantine text have persisted
since the days of WH and Burgon and are still current today. There
are those who follow the theory of WH, and there are some who
adopt John Burgon’s defense of the Traditional text. These two the-
ories espouse diametrically opposed methods when it comes to the
use of the Byzantine text-type in the textual criticism of the New
Testament. There seems to be no possibility of harmonizing or rec-
onciling the two viewpoints. Not only are they mutually exclusive,
but the adherents of each claim to base their theory on “the facts.”
For example, Kirsopp Lake concludes his remarks on the theory of
WH by saying:

The fact of the “Syrian” revision is merely the deduction which
W.H. drew from the facts. If any one can draw any other deduc-
tion, well and good. But the facts will not be altered, and they
prove that the later text is definitely an eclectic one, posterior in
date, as shown by Patristic evidence, both to the Neutral and
Western texts.>

If anyone thinks that the unyielding stand of Lake (1st edition,
1900, and the 6th edition, 1928) would have no adherents in more
recent time, the following statement by Charles Stephens Conway
Williams will indicate that the view is still strongly held:

But whether we adopt the hypothesis of a definite revision or
that of a gradual process of change in order to account for the
existence of the a [i.e. alpha or Byzantine] text, the fact of the
existence of such a text remains, and its character as a secondary
text of relatively late origin must be taken to be one of the estab-
lished results of criticism [italics by Williams].6

5Lake, p. 72.

6“Text of the New Testament,” Dictionary of the Bible, ed. James Hastings (rev.
ed., ed. E C. Grant and H. H. Rowley; New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1963),
p- 992.
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In direct contrast, the attitude of a modern textual critic who fol-
lows in the line of Burgon may be seen in a statement by Edward
Hills:

. . . therefore the Byzantine text found in the vast majority of
the Greek New Testament manuscripts is that true text. To re-
ject this view is to act unreasonably. It is to fly in the face of the
facts.

Those, moreover, who reject this orthodox vicw of thc New
Testament text have rejected not merely the facts but also the
promise of Christ always to preserve the true New Testament
text and the doctrines of the divine inspiration and providential
preservation of the Scripture implied in this promise.?

These two views are obviously irreconcilable, and it would be
impossible for one working with the text to hold both at the same
time. Both cannot be true; either one or the other may be correct,
or they may both be in error. The writer feels that neither of these
two groups is right in its theory of the Byzantine text. Furthermore,
it is felt that each of them is over-confident in asserting that the
theory he follows is based on established facts. This book seeks to
show that the claims of both lack a solid foundation.

A third attitude toward the use of the Byzantine text involves
what might be termed the eclectic approach. This is held by some,
who, because of certain recent discoveries, feel that WH were too
severe in their condemnation of the “Syrian” text. They are, there-
fore, willing to acknowledge that the Byzantine text has preserved
early and in rarc instances even original readings which somehow
have not been retained in the other text-types or in the early uncials.
Most of the critics in this category advocate an “eclectic” method of
textual criticism. This method endeavors to have no favorite manu-
script and no preferred type of text. Those using the method pro-
fess to be willing to consider various readings, from whatever source
they may come. On the basis of internal criteria, judgment is made
between the readings as to which is most likely the original. The
eclectic approach, though quite objective in the sense of being will-

7John W. Burgon, The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark with
an introduction by Edward E Hills (h.p.: Sovereign Grace Book Club, 1959),
pp. 65-66.



CHAPTER I 17

ing to consider all readings, is admittedly very subjective in that
much depends on the personal element in the evaluation of the evi-
dence. A concise statement of the method, together with a com-
ment on some of its weaknesses, may be found in Robert M. Grant’s
A Historical Introduction to the New Testament:

E C. Grant has listed three basic principles of textual criticism

which deserve further analysis. They are these:

“1. No one type of text is infallible, or to be preferred by virtue
of its generally superior authority.

2. Each reading must be examined on its merits, and prefer-
ence must be given to those readings which are demonstra-
bly in the stylc of the author under consideration.

3. Readings which explain other variants, but are not con-
trariwise to be explained by the others, merit our prefer-
ence; but this is a very subtle process, involving intangible
elements, and liable to subjective judgment on the part of
the critic.”

Robert Grant evaluates these principles by pointing out that

All three principles, indeed contain a large measure of subjec-
tivity. The first is more valuable negatively than positively; it
means basically that all manuscripts and all types of manu-
scripts may contain errors. The second point introduces literary
criticism . . . into textual study, and makes us raise the ques-
tion whether an author always writes in what we may call his
style. If not, the principle is not altogether persuasive. The
third brings us in the direction of historical cricitism . . . and
since it is admittedly subjective we need say no more than that
the meaning of “explain” is clearer than the means by which the
principle is to be employed.®

One of the most thoroughgoing and consistent defenders of the
eclectic method is George Dunbar Kilpatrick of Oxford, England,
editor of the second edition of the British and Foreign Bible So-
ciety’s “Nestle Text.”® Kilpatrick seems to be determined to have
no favorite text in his application of this method. His stance may be

8New York: Harper & Row, 1963, pp. 48-49.
9H KAINH AIAGHKH (London: 1958).
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clearly seen in part of the concluding statement of his article: “An
Eclectic Study of the Text of Acts.”

The readings which have been examined . . . seem to admit of
certain conclusions. We have not sought to decide for one or
another kind of text as a whole but have tried to consider each
reading on its merits. Where readings remain unclassified we
have found that no one text has a monopoly of error or of truth.
The same is true for kinds of variation. . . . No manuscript or
type of text is uniformly right or wrong.

This conclusion applies as much to the Byzantine text, repre-
sented by HLPS and many minuscules, as to the Western text
and the Old Uncials. The outright condemnation of the Byzan-
tine text by Westcott and Hort was one of the main errors in
practice of their work.10

Kilpatrick, however, proves to be rather unique in his consistent
application of the principle of playing no favorites. He treats read-
ings of the Byzantine text on a plane with those of the other text-
types. Other writers and textual scholars have given lip-service to a
similar approach, but in practice they do not appear to carry out the
theory or the method with consistency, especially with regard to the
consideration of Byzantine readings.1!

Therefore, for all practical purposes, because of the low esteem in
which the text is still held by most critics, a Byzantine reading does
not generally receive much consideration even under the eclectic
method unless it happens to be attested by an early papyrus or un-
less it offers the only really acceptable reading among the available
variants.

That this is not an overstatement may be seen by an examination
of the comments made by the authors of recent works on textual
criticism as they discuss the application of method or the eclectic
approach in examples of specific passages. The allusions which are
made concerning the relative merit of types of texts, and of the
Byzantine type in particular, reveal the low opinion in which it is

10B1blical and Patristic Studies, ed. J. Neville Birdsall and Robert W. Thompson
(New York: Herder, 1963), p. 76.

110n eclecticism see Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, Its Trans-
mission, Corruption, and Restoration (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964),
pp. 175-79; and ]. Elliott, E. Epp, G. Fee and J. Ross in the bibliography.
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still held by most New Testament scholars. Vincent Taylor, for ex-
ample, simply ignores the Byzantine evidence in his “Notes on Se-
lect Readings.”!2 J. Harold Greenlee concedes the possibility that

in some instances the true reading has been lost from the mss. of
the other text-types and is preserved only in the Byzantine text.
For this reason Byzantine readings must not automatically be
rejected without examination.

But, lest anyone gather that he is giving full weight to the K text or
its readings, he hastens to add:

At the same time, the general impression which is given by
readings which are characteristically Byzantine is that they are
inferior and not likely to be original.13

Moreover, Greenlee gives no example of such a preserved Byzantine
reading in his section on the “Solution of Some New Testament
Variants.”14 In fact, as the section is perused, one detects a rather
deep-seated bias in favor of the Alexandrian text-type and against
both the Byzantine and Western texts. Bruce Metzger, in his chap-
ter on “The Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible,” concludes in
part:

The lesson to be drawn from such evidence, however, is that the
general neglect of the Antiochian readings which has been so
common among many textual critics is quite unjustified.!s

One might gather from the tone of this conclusion that a much more
extensive use of the Byzantine text is advocated by him. In his work
on the Text of the New Testament, which was published after the
above article, he does cite a few examples where the Byzantines
have preserved the correct reading in his estimation (one of them
distinctive).16 But Metzger, while urging that Antiochian readings

12The Text of the New Testament, A Short Introduction (London: St. Martin’s
Press, 1961), pp. 76-107.

BIntroduction to New Testament Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids: 1964), p. 91.

14]bid., pp. 114-34.

15Chapters, p. 39.

16Metzger, The Text . . . , pp. 238-239.
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should not be neglected, apparently still considers the Byzantine
text-type secondary and inferior. He says that “readings which are
supported by only Koine or Byzantine witnesses (Hort’s Syrian
group) may be set aside as almost certainly secondary. . .”’17

For an earlier description and recommendation of the eclectic
method see the discussion by Leo Vaganay, who seeks to steer a
middle course in the use of external as well as internal evidence.18
Vaganay, however, also joins the prevailing attitude toward the TR
saying: “today it seems this famous text is dead at last and, let us
hope, f[orever” (p. 173).

The rise of the eclectic method with its increasing emphasis upon
internal criteria coincided with and stemmed mainly from a disen-
chantment with certain major elements in the theory of WH.!° In
particular, it is generally agreed that the “Neutral” text of WH is a
“will-of-the-wisp” and that even Vaticanus (B), its leading ms, is not
“neutral” but shows definite signs of an edited text.20 In connection
'with this, the distinction which WH made between the text of N
and B (i.e., their “Neurtral” text) and what they termed their Alex-
andrian text is no longer felt to be tenable. Many textual critics add
the further criticism that WH’s almost complete dismissal of the
Western text is unjustified, some even holding that the Western is
closer to the original than the Alexandrian. For statements on these
changes in attitude toward the theory of WH, see such writers as Sir
Frederick G. Kenyon,?! Vaganay,?2 and E. C. Colwell.23 Colwell
deals a devastating blow to the genealogical method as applied (or
rather, as it was not applied) by WH. In his conclusion, he says in
part:

17]bid., p. 212.

18An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, trans. B. V. Miller
(St. Louis: B. Herder Book Co., 1937), pp. 91-95.

19See also J. K. Elliott, “The Greek Text of the Epistles to Timothy and Titus,”
Studies and Documents, vol. 36 (1968), pp. iii and 1-14, in which he faults WH and
defends the eclectic method.

20This non-neutrality of the Egyptian text has been set forth by several writers
and was extensively demonstrated by Hoskier in his Codex B and Its Allies, A Study
and an Indictment, (London: Bernard Quariteis, 1914).

21The Text of the Greek Bible (Llondon: Gerald Duckworth and Co., 1949),
p. 171.

22An Introduction, pp. 180-181.

23“(Genealogical Method: Its Achievements and Its Lumtatlons,”]oumal of Bib-
lical Literature, LXVI (1947), pp. 109-133.
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No patching will preserve the theory of Westcott and Hort. Kir-
sopp Lake called it “a failure, though a splendid one” as long
ago as 1904; and Ernest von Dobschutz felt that its vogue was
over when he published his introduction (1925). But the crowd
has not yet followed these pioneers . . .24

Werner Georg Kiimmel, in a section where he discusses the present
state of New Testament textual criticism, has occasion to say:

Other parts of Westcott-Hort’s theory have proved a failure,
above all (a) the exaggerated preference for B and the Neutral
text, and (b) the general repudiation of the Western text.25

A fourth theory of the use of the Byzantine text-type is the one
set forth by Hermann Freiherr von Soden in his Die Schriften des
Neuen Testaments.26 It allows a more or less equal status to the By-
zantine text-type along with the Alexandrian and what he termed
his Iota or “Jerusalem” type. Von Soden reasoned that the manu-
scripts which support these types of text are the remains of three
recensions (edited revisions of the New Testament text) which were
executed in different localities during the third and fourth cen-
turies. The I or Iota group represents the recension of Eusebius and
Pamphilus in Palestine, the H or Eta group represents the recension
of Hesychius in Egypt, and the K or Kappa group represents the
recension of Lucian in Antioch.

According to von Soden these three recensions go back to the
lost archetype, the I-H-K text, used by Origen, but already cor-
rupted in the second century by Marcion, in the case of the
Pauline Epistles, and by Tatian, in the case of the Gospels and
Acts. The discovery and elimination of these corruptions bring
us to the original text.2?

24]bid., p. 132.

25Introduction to the New Testament, trans. A. J. Mattill, Jr. and completely re-
edited by Werner George Kummel, 14th revised ed. (New York: Abingdon Press,
1966), p. 383; Journal of Bible and Religion, XXX (1962), pp. 314-315. See article
by Harold Hunter Oliver on “Present Trends in the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament,” particularly his remarks in regard to the genealogical method of WH
and their attitude toward the Western text.

26] Teil: Untersuchungen, II Abteilung: Die Textformen, Géttingen, 1911.

27Metzger, The Text, p. 141.
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Von Soden’s theory has not had a general acceptance among En-
glish, German, or French critics, though some Spanish scholars
seem to have found value in it.28

Later, Burnett Hillman Streeter was not persuaded by von
Soden’s theory of a relatively independent recension of the K text.
Streeter, in his work on the Gospels,2® made an advance on the
theory of WH as he developed his own theory of “local texts.” As
for the origin of the Byzantine text, he retained the WH theory that
it derived from a recension made at Antioch and was dependent on
the other text-types. However, Streeter broadened the theory in
order to include Old Antiochian readings. This made a third source
in addition to the Alexandrian (combining Hort’s Neutral and Alex-
andrian) and the Western text-types. The editors at Antioch ob-
tained these Old Antiochian readings, not so much from old Greek
manuscripts preserved in and around Antioch, as from early trans-
lations which had been made into Syriac. Therefore, according to
Streeter, the Old Antiochian readings, which contributed to Lu-
cian’s revision, are found now in the Sinaitic and Curetonian Syr-
iac.30 Though Streeter acknowledges that “it is probable that some
of the readings of the Lucianic text which do not appear in the
Syriac were derived from the old text of Antioch,”3! he does not
place much weight on this, as is evident from his chart and his
discussion. Streeter, along with the writers mentioned above, aban-
doned WH’s idea of a “Neutral” text.32 In addition, Streeter also
questioned some of WH’’s criteria for internal evidence of readings;

28See the article by Kurt Aland: “The Present Position of New Testament Tex-
tual Criticism,” Studia Evangelica, ed. K. Aland, E L. Cross and others (Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1959), p. 721; Metzger’s; “Recent Spanish Contributions to the
Textual Criticism of the New Testament,” Chapters . . . , pp. 136-141; and John
R. Janeway, An Investigation of the Textual Criticism of the New Testament Done by
Spanish Scholars, with Special Relation to the Theories and Text of WH (unpublished
dissertation, University of Southern California, 1958), pp. 164-165, 320-325 and
other scattered references.

29The Four Gospels a Study of Origins, Treating of the Manuscript Tradition,
Sources, Authorship, & Dates (eighth impression; London: Macmillan and Co.,
1953).

30See charts of his own and WH’s theory (The Four Gospels, p. 26) which graph-
ically illustrate this point. Note also his discussion of the revision by Lucian, es-
pecially pp. 112-119.

317bid., p. 119.

32Cf. his section on the recension of Hesychius Ibid., pp. 121-127.
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he speaks, for example, of the “the fallacy of the shorter text.”’33

While WH’s theory of a “Neutral” text and their attitude toward
the Western text has been abandoned by many scholars, Hort’s the-
ory of the “Syrian” text still dominates the field. Moreover, those
scholars who follow the “eclectic” approach (i.e., of choosing read-
ings on the basis of internal criteria) usually feel free to reject the
points of WH’s theory that have been mentioned. At the same time,
however, probably a majority of them continue to share WH’s view
that the Byzantine text is secondary in nature and dependent upon
the Alexandrian and Western texts.

While those who follow WH in this matter characterize the “Syr-
ian” as the worst and most useless text for help in recovering the
original, the followers of Burgon, contrariwise, maintain that the
Byzantine is the best text, the “traditional text,” and the text which
most closely represents the original.

Because of this clear-cut antithesis, and the irrcconcilable nature
of these two viewpoints, together with the fact that the theory of
WH in regard to the Byzantinc tcxt scems to hold the predominant
position in the western world, the approach of the next chapter will
be to outline the theory of WH with regard to the K text. Following
this, in Chapter 3, the rebuttal to WH by Burgon and Hills is re-
viewed. Chapter 4 indicates reasons for turning away from the posi-
tion of Burgon and Hills. In Part 2 reasons are presented for
believing that the Byzantine text-type, though it may not neces-
sarily be considered the “best” or the “standard” text as is con-
tended by Burgon’s followers, nevertheless should not be set aside
as insisted upon by the theory of WH. Part 2 seeks to show that the
Byzantine text should be recognized as having an important and
useful place in textual criticism because it is an independent witness
to an early form of the New Testament text.

33]bid., p. 131 ff.
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A Summary Of The Argument
That The Byzantine Text Is Secondary

There appears to be a near consensus among modern New Testa-
ment scholars that the Byzantine text is practically useless for help
in recovering the original text. This position is based on a century-
old theory of textual history which contended that the Syrian text
was derived from “older” text-types.

Westcott and Hort discerned what they felt to be the best text of
~ the New Testament in two fourth century manuscripts Sinaiticus
(X) and Vaticanus (B). This text they called “Neutral,” arguing for
its early existence! and also for its purity and pre-eminence.2 WH
also distinguished what they felt to be a “scholarly revision” of this
pure text, which they called “Alexandrian.” Though their “Alex-
andrian” text did not exist by itself in a pure state, they said it could
be found in manuscripts CL 33 etc. Modern critics generally do not
uphold WH’s distinction between the “Neutral” and the “Alex-
andrian” texts, but tend to combine the manuscripts of the two into
one group and refer to the complete collection of witnesses as repre-
senting the Alexandrian or Egyptian text-type. The early existence
of this text is attested by quotations from Origen, the Egyptian
versions, and more recently, by Egyptian papyri—particularly the
Bodmer papyrus XV and XVI (p75).

Untroduction, pp. 150-151.
2[bid., pp. 210-212.
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Another text which was acknowledged to be early by WH and
others is termed the “Western” text. Though this type of text is less
homogeneous than the Alexandrian text, no one questions its early
existence, for it is widely attested, having more and even earlier
patristic attestation than the Egyptian. WH saw little value in the
Western text. They felt that it was corrupt and untrustworthy, ex-
cept in the case of certain omissions where they said it should be
allowed a hearing and may even in rare instances actually represent
the original.3 Today opinions vary among critics. Many are willing
to give a somewhat larger place to Westcrn rcadings than did WH,
and a few critics, following A. C. Clark, hold the conviction that
the Western text-type more faithfully preserves the original than
does the Alexandrian. In any case, the majority of textual critics
still appear o agree that both the Alexandrian and the Western
type-types originated earlier than did the Byzantine.

Following WH, three main arguments continue to be used in an
effort to demonstrate that the Syrian (Byzantine) text was derived
from the others. They are as follows:

(1) Conflate Readings. In the first place it is argued that the Syr-
ian text must be late in its origin and edited in its nature because
evidence seems to indicate that it was made from the other two
types of text (i.e., the Alexandrian and the Western). The supposed
proof for this lies in what WH called “conflate” readings.* WH
listed eight instances of conflate readings, four from Mark and four
from Luke.5 These involve places of variation in the text of the New
Testament where the witnesses to the various readings divide at
least three ways. One variant is attested by Alexandrian witnesses,
another by the Western witnesses, and the third reading appears to
“conflate”, or combine, the two shorter readings into one longer
reading in the Syrian witnesses. The last of the eight examples,
Luke 24:53, may be taken to illustrate the concept of conflation as
set forth by WH, inasmuch as it exhibits rather neatly this three-
fold division. Here are the readings and attestation as given in the
Nestle texts:

3WH called these “Western non-interpolations”; thereby they avoided saying
that the “Neutral” had been interpolated.

4Introduction, pp. 93-107.

5For a list of the eight passages see Chapter VIII, p. 82.
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£ONOYOUVTES TOV Otop blessing God PpSRBC*L pc
sys
aivovures Tov Bgov praising God Dit
alvovrTes Ko praising and AW fam 1
gONoyoUvTES TOV OgOV blessing God fam 13 pl lat

Thus it appears, according to the argument, that the Syrian edi-
tor(s) had manuscripts of the Western text reading aivovvres and
also Alexandrian manuscripts reading e0NoyovvTes, and since they
did not wish to losc anything, they simply combined the two. The
longer readings thus appear to demonstrate both a) the earlier date
of the non-Byzantine texts and b) the method of the editor(s) that
used them.

(2) Silence of the Iathers. The second line of evidence advanced
by WH to argue that the Byzantine text is later and therefore depen-
dent on the Alexandrian and the Western is patristic in nature: the
silence of the Fathers. While there are quotations in the writings of
the Fathers which are found supporting the Alexandrian text (es-
pecially Origen) and many of the early Fathers are found witnessing
to the Western text, WH maintained that no church Father is to be
found attesting the Byzantine text in quotations of Scripture before
the time of Chrysostom, i.e. till the latter part of the fourth century.
Therefore, because the text was not used or quoted by the early
Fathers, the conclusion drawn is that it must not have been in exis-
tence in their time.%

(3) Internal Evidence. The third proof is taken from internal evi-
dence of readings. WH contend that when the readings of the Syr-
ian text-type are compared with those of the other text-types, they
are found to be not only conflate but inferior in other matters
involving content and style, thus indicating an editing process. This
line of reasoning is set forth by Hort in the succeeding part of his
Introduction.”

The conclusion drawn from this three-fold argument is that
though the Syrian text predominates greatly in numbers of wit-
nesses it should not be counted in evaluating evidence for readings,
because it was formed from the other ancient texts. To use the Syr-

6See Hort’s summary of this argument: Introduction, pp. 107-15.
7Ibid., pp. 114-115.
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ian text in weighing evidence for readings, therefore, would be un-
justified because of its late origin and secondary nature.

WH maintain that a special proof of the lateness of the Syrian text
is its distinctive readings, i.e., readings which are peculiar to it, not
being found in the other textual traditions or quotations of the early
Fathers:

Before the middle of the third century, at the very earliest, we
have no historical signs of the existence of readings, conflate or
other, that are marked as distinctively Syrian by the want of
attestation from groups of documents which have preserved the
other ancient forms of text. This is a fact of great significance,
agccrtaincd as it is cxclusively by cxternal cvidence, and there-
fore supplying an absolutely independent verification and ex-
tension of the result already obtained by comparison of the
internal character of readings as classified by conflation.8

This insistence upon the lateness of distinctively Syrian readings
is taken up again in the section having to do with the internal evi-
dence of Syrian readings. Here Hort says that

when distinctively Syrian [Byzantine] readings are minutely
compared one after the other with the rival variants, their claim
to be regarded as the original readings is found gradually to
diminish, and at last to disappear. Often either the transcrip-
tional or the intrinsic evidence is neutral or divided, and occa-
sionally the two kinds of evidence appear to be in conflict. But
there are, we believe, no instances where both are clearly in
favor of the Syrian reading, and innumerable where both are
clearly adverse to it.?

And, on page 117, Hort sums up this matter of the hypothetically
early existence and consequent possible usefulness of distinctively
Syrian readings:

we are led to conclude that the hypothesis provisionally allowed
[i.e., that where the Syrian text differs from all other extant

8Introduction, pp. 115-119.
oIbid., p. 116.
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ancient texts, its authors may have copied some other equally
ancient and perhaps purer text now otherwise lost] must now be
definitely rejected, and to regard the Syrian text as not only
partly but wholly derived from the other known ancient texts. It
Jollows that all distinctively Syrian readings may be set aside at once
as certainly originating after the middle of the third century, and
therefore, as far as transmission is concerned, corruptions of the
apostolic text [italics added].

Having determined that the distinctive readings of the Syrian text
must be worthless, Hort reasons that the same data that led to this
conclusion also lead to another which WH maintain is of equal or of
even greater importance. This further conclusion has to do with the
non-distinctive Syrian readings. “Non-distinctive readings” are
those readings where the Byzantine text agrees either with the Alex-
andrian text or the Western text. According to the theory of WH,
such an alignment must not be considered as lending any more
weight of authority or originality to the reading. The reason given
for this rejection of the K-text from consideration even when it
agrees with an acknowledged ancient text, is the supposed derived
and therefore secondary nature of the Syrian text:

Accordingly a reading supported both by the documents be-
longing to the Syrian group and by those belonging to e.g., the
Western group has no appreciably greater presumption in its
favour than if it were supported by the Western group alone: the
only accession is that of a lost Western MS not later in date than
the time when the Syrian text was formed; and in almost all
cascs this fact would add nothing to our knowledge of the ances-
try of the reading as furnished by the Non-Syrian documents
attesting it.10

That this three-fold argument of WH, as to the conflate, edited,
and consequently late and unusable nature of the Syrian text-type
formed a “cord not easily broken” may be seen in the fact that it
continues to be used by many critics. For one of the more vehement
examples, consider Williams’ statement in his article “Text of the
New Testament”:

10bid., p. 118.
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Here it is . . . that the original and epoch-making character of
the work of WH is most conspicuous. The first proposition—
and the one which strikes at the root of the claims of the TR—is
this, that no specifically “Syrian” reading occurs in the NT quota-
tions of any Father before Chrysostom [italics Williams’]. In other
words, wherever the Syrian family marks itself off from the oth-
ers by a reading of its own, that reading cannot be shown to have
been in existence before the latter part of the 4th century. The
importance of this proposition is obvious, and it is noteworthy,
as showing the value of Patristic evidence, that the proof of it
rests wholly on the quotations found in the Fathers. The inev-
itable conclusion is that the Syrian text is a secondary text,
formed (according to WH in Syria, and especially in Antioch) in
the course of the 4th century. This secondary character is also
established by an examination of representative Syrian read-
ings . . . . As compared with the rival readings of other groups,
they show the ordinary signs of editorial revision, such as the
modification of harsh or strange phrases, assimilation of one
version of an incident with another, greater literary smoothness,
and the like. A special proof of secondariness is found in what
WH call conflate readings. . . . The conclusion, therefore, is
that the witnesses belonging to the Syrian family, although they
predominate enormously in numbers, possess little intrinsic
weight when opposed to witnesses of the other groups.!!

29

Williams continues his conclusion and application further on in the
same article and makes the additional claim that nothing has oc-
curred since the days of WH to upset their judgment on the Syrian

text:

It may be added that the course of discovery since the publica-
tion of WH’s theory has furnished the best possible test of such
a theory, that of wholly new and unforeseen witnesses, and that
it has received therefrom much confirmation and no refutation.
The discovery of the Siniatic Syriac, the fuller scrutiny of the
versions, the testing of Patristic quotations . . . the papyrus and
vellum fragments from Egypt and Sinai, the examination of
more of the minuscle Mss, all these have brought additional
support to readings of the B, vy, and & families, for which the
evidence previously available was sometimes very scanty, while

1 Dictionary of the Bible, p. 991.
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they have done nothing to carry back the date of the dis-
tinctively Syrian readings beyond the period assigned to them
by WH, namely, the age of Chrysostom.!2

One other recent writer may be cited to show that the basic line of
argument for the theory of WH with regard to the Byzantine text is
still very much entrenched. Bruce Metzger summarizes the general
concensus of modern scholarship in this regard as he concludes his
review of the WH theory:

By way of retrospect and evaluation it may be said that scholars
today generally agree that one of the chief contributions made
by Westcott and Hort was their clear demonstration that the
Syrian (or Byzantine) text is later than the other types of text.
Three main types of evidence support this judgment: (1) the
Syrian text contains combined or conflate readings which are
clearly composed of elements current in earlier forms of text; (2)
no ante-Nicene Father quotes a distinctively Syrian reading;
and (3) when the Syrian readings are compared with the rival
readings their claim to be regarded as original is found gradually
to diminish, and at last to disappear.13

Those who follow Westcott and Hort in rejecting the Byzantine
testimony often are also carried along by other elements of the WH
theory. For the followers of WH, therefore, if one may give an over-
simplified conclusion and summary, the true reading of the Greek
New Testament (as far as external evidence is concerned) is to be
found in the combination of the non-Syrian witnesses; or if these
witnesses be divided, the reading is to be found in the Alexandrian
text-type. If the Alexandrian text-type be divided, the true reading
will be found where X and B agree; or if they be divided, where B
and at least one other witness read together. Occasionally, even B
alone is followed; but in no case is the reading attested by the By-
zantine bulk of manuscripts to be considered as worthy of following
if it be the only support. Whereas WH gave little credence to West-
ern readings (the exception being the ‘“Western non-inter-

12]bid., pp. 991-992. Note the previous citation of Williams and his insistence
that the “fact” of the o text’s existence as a secondary text of late origin “must be
taken to be one of the established results of criticism” (p. 15 above).

13The Text, p. 135.
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polations,” as WH called them), modern textual critics tend to give
more consideration and weight to intrinsically probable Western
readings—especially if the alternative Alexandrian reading is im-

probable in their opinion. Chapter 3 sets forth an opposite view of
the Byzantine text.



CHAPTER II1

A Summary Of The Argument That
The Byzantine Text Is Primary

I direct contrast to the theory of WH, which is based on a concept
of textual history that derives the Byzantine text from other text-
types, is the view that divine providence has preserved the
Byzantine manuscripts as the best text. In this view, other texts or
text-types are considered deviations and corruptions of the true
text. While WH would say that the Byzantine text is the least useful
text because it is secondary, John W. Burgon and Edward E Hills
would say that the Byzantine is the primary or basic text, the Tradi-
tional text, and is, therefore, the “norm” by which all other texts
are to be judged. The basic premise of this view is that the agree-
ment of a large majority of individual manuscripts constitutes the
chief evidence for the true text because such plurality indicates the
divinely preserved text.!

1John W. Burgon was the chief spokesman for this viewpoint in the days of WH.
His works include: The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to Mark, London:
James Parker & Co., 1871; The Revision Revised, London: John Murray, 1883: The
Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, London: George Bell & Sons, 1896; and The
Causes of the Corruption of the Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels, London: George
Bell & Sons, 1896. The last two of these works were published posthumously
(from Burgon’s notes) by Edward Miller. More recently this view of the supreme
value of the Byzantine Text is urged by Edward E Hills in The King Fames Version
Defended! A Christian View of the New Testament Manuscripts, The Christian Re-
search Press, 1956; in his “Introduction” to a re-print of Burgon’s The Last Twelve
Verses . . . published by The Sovereign Grace Book Club, 1959, pp. 17-72; and in

32
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In order to support this view at the outset preservation is inti-
mately linked with “inspiration”:

If the doctrine of the divine inspiration of the Old and New
Testament Scriptures is a true doctrine, the doctrine of the
providential preservation of these Scriptures must also be a true
doctrine. It must be that down through the centuries God has
exercised a special, providential control over the copying of the
Scriptures and the preservation and use of the original text have
been available to God’s people in every age. God must have done
this, for if He gave the Scriptures to His Church by inspiration
as the perfect and final revelation of His will, then it is obvious
that He would not allow this revelation to disappear or undergo
any alteration of its fundamental character.?

Hills seeks to bolster his argument by asserting that this has “always
been held, either implicitly or explicitly, by all branches of the
Christian Church.”3 He makes reference to a statement by Origen:

Thus Origen in the third century was expressing the faith of all
when he exclaimed to Africanus, “Are we to suppose that Provi-
dence which in the sacred Scriptures has ministered to the edi-
fication of all the churches of Christ, had no thought for those
bought with a price, for whom Christ died!”4

Hills seeks to show that, contrary to the claims of WH and others,
New Testament textual criticism is different from the textual crit-
icism of ordinary books because of the unique origin and preserva-
tion of the New Testament documents. The concluding statement

2Edward Hills, King Fames Version Defended, p. 8.
3[bid., p. 8.
4Ibid., p. 9.

Believing Bible Study, The Christian Research Press, 1967. David Otis Fuller has
more recently edited two books dealing with the subject: Which Bible, Grand
Rapids International Publications, 3rd ed., 1970; Tiue or False, Grand Rapids In-
ternational Publications, 1973. A further defense of the text of thc majority of the
MSS is made by Jakob van Bruggen in The Ancient Text of the New Testament,
Winnipeg: Premier, 1976; and by Wilbur N. Pickering in The Identity of the New
Testament Text, Nashville: Thomas Nelson Inc., 1977.
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in his opening section having to do with “The Importance of Doc-
trine,” is as follows:

. . if the doctrines of the divine inspiration and providential
preservation of these Scriptures are true doctrines, then the tex-
tual criticism of the New Testament is different from that of the
uninspired writings of antiquity. The textual criticism of any
book must take into account the conditions under which the
original manuscripts were written and also those under which
the copies of these manuscripts were made and preserved. But if
the doctrines of the divine inspiration and providential preser-
vation of the Scriptures are true, then THE ORIGINAL NEW
TESTAMENT MANUSCRIPTS WERE WRITTEN UN
DER SPECIAL CONDITIONS, UNDER THE INSPIRA-
TION OF GOD, AND THE COPIES WERE MADE AND
PRESERVED UNDER SPECIAL CONDITIONS, UN-
DER THE SINGULAR CARE AND PROVIDENCE OF
GOD [italics and caps by Hills].5

Hills concedes that the doctrine of providcntial preservation
unlike inspiration was not explicitly stated in any creed until the
seventeenth century,® but he maintains that it is not a seventeenth-
century doctrine but rather the doctrine of the Scriptures and of
Christ Himself.? As proof of this view he cites the two following
passages to support divinely attested preservation of the Old Testa-
ment:

Till heaven and earth pass away, one jot or onc tittle shall in no
wise pass from the law until all be fulfilled (Matthew 5:18). Itis
easier for heaven and earth to pass away, than one tittle of the
law to fail (Luke 16:17).

Hills then turns his attention to Christ’s teaching concerning the
preservation of the New Testament:

Christ also taught that the same divine providence which had
preserved the Old Testament would preserve the New Testa-

sIbid., p. 9.
6Ibid., p. 23.
7Ibid., p. 24.
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ment too. In the concluding verses of the Gospel of Matthew we
find His “Great Commission” not only to the twelve apostles
but also to His Church throughout all ages, “go ye therefore and
teach all nations.” Implied in this solemn charge is the promise
that through the working of God’s providence the Church will
always be kept in possession of an infallible record of Christ’s
words and works. And similarly, in His discourses on the last
things He assures His disciples that His promises not only shall
certainly be fulfilled but also shall remain available for the com-
fort of His people during that troubled period which shall pre-
cede His second coming. In other words, that they shall be
preserved until that time. “Heaven and earth shall pass away,
but my words shall not pass away.” (Matthew 24:35).8

Following this he again asserts that “the providential preservation
of the Scriptures is also a necessary consequence of their divine
inspiration.”® He unites the two with language that appears to put
them on the same level of precision.

The whole case for the primacy of the Byzantine text (as argued
hy Hills) is ultimately made to rest upon the providence of God.
The remaining points that Hills makes as he traces his reconstruc-
tion of the history of the text are all colored by this same basic
premise. He himself calls attention to this as he introduces his “ax-
ioms of consistently Christian Textual Criticism”:

In working out a consistently Christian New Testament textual
criticism special emphasis must be laid upon the doctrine of the
providential preservation of Scripture, for from this doctrine can
be deduced the main outlines of the history of the New Testa-
ment text [italics added].10

In pages 30 through 35 Hills enlarges on the following, which he
terms “six axioms of consistently Christian textual criticism:”

(a) The purpose of the providential preservation of the New
Testament is to preserve the infallibility of the inspired original
text. (b) This providential preservation concentrated itself on

8Ibid., p. 24.
oIbid., p. 24.
10bid., p. 29.
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the Greek New Testament text. (c¢) This providential preserva-
tion operated within the sphere of the Greek Church. (d) This
providential preservation operated through the testimony of the
Holy Spirit. (¢) The text of the majority of the manuscripts is
the providentially preserved and approved text. (f) The text of
the majority of the manuscripts is the standard text.!!

The conclusion, observed in the axioms (e) and (f), is that the text
of the majority of the manuscripts cquals the best representative of
the original, and should be considered the standard text because it
is the providentially preserved text. Therefore the Byzantine text
(the text with the overwhelming number of manuscripts) should be
the determining criteria in the weighing of evidence for readings
because numbers do count. And, in contrast to WH, the Alex-
andrian manuscripts together with those of the Western text are to
be treated as deviations or corruptions of the true text. Such early
Alexandrian manuscripts exist today because they were rejected by
the Church, which reorganized their inferiority, and therefore such
manuscripts were not worn out with use as was the case with the
early Byzantine manuscripts.12

While Burgon-Hills et al take as a basic premise: the best or true
text is preserved where there are the greatest number of mss, and
such numerical superiority reveals the providence of God in pre-
serving the inspired original in the Byzantine text-type; it is neither
fair-minded nor honest to maintain that they did not understand the
argument of WH, or that they appealed only to a theological argu-
ment in their reply. They examined the arguments of WH and
found them wanting in several areas. They examined the “con-
flates.” They, especially Burgon, researched quotations of the Fa-
thers. They proffered a logical explanation, or a rational theory, for
the history of the Text. Furthermore, Burgon and Hills have dealt
with specific problems of variation in the text of the New Testament
applying, in knowledgeable and extended fashion, all the categories
of external, transcriptional, and intrinsic evidence.!3 However, they
probably would not deny that the basic support for their view was
theological—the providence of God. Chapter 4 seeks to examine
and show the weakness of this viewpoint.

1]bid., p. 30.
12]bid., p. 43, 56.
13See above note 1 (Chapter III) for a list of their writings.
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An Examination Of The Argument That
The Byzantine Text Is Primary

The Burgon-Hills argument rests on a theological and dogmatic
basis which must be accepted and followed by faith. With no inten-
tion of belittling faith or of treating Scriptural doctrines irrev-
erently, there are elements in Hills’ argument with which orthodox
Christians may disagree. Conservatives will agree that the Scrip-
tures were given by verbal inspiration. Conservatives will also agree
that by divine providence the Scriptures have been marvelously pre-
served. However, when it is insisted that “all orthodox Christians,
all Christians who show due regard for the divine inspiration and
providential preservation of Scripture, must agree with Burgon in
this matter,”! there will be many such orthodox Christians who will
not agree.

The chief weakness in the Burgon-Hills theory seems to be the
foundation upon which the entire structure is built. To present
preservation as a necessary corollary of inspiration, then to imply
that preservation of the Scripture must be as faithful and precise as
inspiration of the Scriptures, appears to be taking a position that is
both unscriptural and impossible to demonstrate. Hills insists that

. . . if the doctrine of the divine inspiration of the Old and New
Testament Scripturcs is a truc doctrine the doctrine of the provi-
dential preservation of these Scriptures must also be a true doc-

1Last Twelve Verses, in Hills’ introduction, p. 21.
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trine. It must be that down through the centuries God has
exercised a special providential control. . . . God must have
done this. . .2

It should be pointed out that providential preservation is not a nec-
essary consequence of inspiration. Preservation of the Word of God is
promised in Scripture, and inspiration and preservation are related
doctrines, but they are distinct from each other, and there is a dan-
ger in making one the necessary corollary of the other. The Scrip-
tures do not do this. God, having given the perfect revelation by
verbal inspiration, was under no special or logical obligation to see
that man did not corrupt it. He created the first man perfect, but
He was under no obligation to keep him perfect. Or to use another
illustration, having created all things perfect, God was not obligated
to see that the pristine perfection of the world was maintained. In
His providence the world was allowed to suffer the Fall and to en-
dure a defacement of its original condition. It may very well be that
the Scriptures used to attest the promise to preserve God’s Word do
involve preservation. The point is that this is a different matter than
insisting that God, because He inspired the Scriptures, is ipso facto
obligated to preserve them; or, further, that He is obligated to pre-
serve them in a particular way.

One danger of such a position is that the faith of some has been
weakened when they have become aware of variant readings in the
manuscripts precisely because they have confounded preservation
with inspiration. Though both are biblical doctrines, the Scripture
does not link them inexorably. Concerning inspiration, the Scrip-
tures are very specific as to the direct working of the Holy Spirit.
The Scriptures were “God-breathed” (II Timothy 3:16). “Holy
men of God spake as they were borne along by the Holy Spirit”
(II Peter 1:21). But while God promised that His Word would be
preserved, “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words will
not pass away”’ (Matthew 24:35), He did not stipulate in the Scrip-
tures that He would keep Christian scribes from error or that the
text-type with the most copies would be the best text. And even

2King Fames Version Defended, p. 8. See also the succeeding sentence, also bot-
tom of page 24-25 where he speaks of the providential preservation of the Scrip-
tures as a necessary consequence of their divine inspiration.
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Hills is not willing to say that all the original words and only the
original words are confined in the Byzantine Manuscripts. Hills, no
doubt, holds to the verbal plenary view of inspiration, i.e. that
every word in all the Scriptures was originally given by divine in-
spiration.

If providential preservation of the Scriptures is tied to inspira-
tion, is placed on a level with inspiration, and is understood to
mean that not one jot or tittle shall pass out of the Byzantine text-
type, the theory is on shaky ground due to the fact that even the
Byzantine text with its high degree of homogeneity is composite
(i.e., there are strands within its homogeneity). Through the re-
search of von Soden at least five principal strands have been identi-
fied, some of them with an array of subordinates, within the
Byzantine text-type.3 Even il it were agreed for the sake of argu-
ment that the Byzantine text were the best text—the text of God’s
special providential care—one who held an orthodox view of in-
spiration would still be unable to say that the preserved Byzantine
text paralleled exactly and in every detail the verbally inspired orig-
inal. One who followed the Byzantine text as the best text might
claim this where the composite strands agree, but what will he say
when K1, Ki, and IK2 divide? And what will he say when disagree-
ments of the later but more numerous K* and Kr groups differ from
the earlier K groups or between themselves in readings? In such
cases, where does one locate the providentially preserved text? It is
a mistake to put preservation on the same level of precision of oper-
ation as inspiration and then to limit preservation to one text-type.

Even if, due to internal disagreements, one text-type could not
claim to preserve in every detail the verbally inspired autographs,
this would disprove neither providential preservation nor inspira-
tion. An attempt to disprove preservation or inspiration on the basis
of variations in Mss could have weight only if these two doctrines
have been artifically tied together and confined to one text-type. In
such a case, variation within that text-type could be unsettling to
belief in inspiration. Inspiration has to do with the very words
which were originally God-breathed in the vocabulary and style of
the original writers. Providence has to do with all that God has

3The main strands in von Soden’s KOINH or Kappa text were labeled: K!, Ki,
IKa, Kx, Kr; see also below pp. 43, 90-94.
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allowed to come to pass in the preservation of that which was orig-
inally given by inspiration. Providence includes the preserving of
the other types of text as well as the Byzantine.

Hills further seeks to strengthen his doctrine of preservation with
an appeal to Jesus’ promise: “Heaven and earth shall pass away but
my words shall not pass away.” But it is not demonstrated that this
must be confined in meaning to the Byzantine manuscripts. It is
doubtful that the Lord meant us to understand: “my words shall
not pass away from the text having the most manuscripts,” or “my
words shall not pass away from the Byzantine text-type.” Hills
maintains that

. . . down through the ages God’s providential preservation of
the New Testament has operated only through believers who
have taken a supernatural view of that text and have applied to it
standards of judgment which they do not apply to the text of
other books. Whether Gregory, Basil, and Chrysostom be-
longed to this company of consistent believers would be hard,
perhaps, to prove from their writings, but probably they did.
Thus it is probably right to say that they were used by God as
agents in the preservation of the New Testament text in a special
sense in which Tregelles, Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort
were not used.*

One is tempted to ask: how can God’s providence be limited only
to men of the Byzantine area? For example, there is no question
about the belief of Irenaeus,’ Origen® and Augustinc’ in the in-
spiration of the Scriptures. But Irenaeus used a “corrupt” Western
text, and Origen and Augustine are painfully aware of variants in
their manuscripts. Athanasius certainly was orthodox, and he used
a Greek text, yet it was Alexandrian and different from the text of

4King James Version Defended, pp. 26-27.

5See Hills’ own quotations of Irenaeus, pg. 8, taken from Migne, Patrological
Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, vol. 7, col. 805, col. 844,

6The Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. A. Roberts and J. Donaldson (Grand Rapids: Wm.
B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1951), IV, 371.

7The Fathers of the Church, New Translation, vol. 12, editorial director Roy
Joseph Deferrari, Saint Augustine, Letters, vol. 1 (1-82), translated by Sister Wilfrid
Parsons S. N. D., New York: Fathers of the Church, Ind., 1951, letter no. 82,
pp. 392-394.
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Antioch in the fourth century. These men were believers and took a
supernatural view of the text of Scripture, yet, in God’s providence,
they used texts other than the Byzantine. Orthodox Christians who
believe in inspiration and believe in divine providence can make
mistakes in judgments about the text of Scripture. Irenaeus used
the Western text, and Origen used the Alexandrian text; yet Hills
himself cites Origen as pleading the providence of God in the pres-
ervation of Scripture.8

Every one of the six axioms of “consistently Christian New Testa-
ment textual criticism” that Hills sets forth, rests heavily upon the
providential preservation of Scripture. As he himself says: “from
this doctrine” he has “deduced the main outlines of the history of
the New Testament text.”® Under the first axiom, he again sets
forth what he claims God must do:

God must do more than merely preserve the inspired original
New Testament text. He must preserve it in a public way. He
must preserve it in such a manner that all the world may know
where it is and what it is. God must preserve this text, not se-
cretly, not hidden away . . . but openly before the eyes of all
men through the continuous usage of Ilis Church. No other
manner of dealing with the sacred text would be in accordance
with the purpose for which God gave it, which was that it might
remain before His people forever as the guide of their footsteps
and the ground of their faith.10

Again one must ask, where is the proof of this necessity upon God?
Why must God do so? The answer is: “that all the world may know
where it is and what it is.” But this is a statement which appears to
be refuted by history, because for about one thousand years the
Western part of the church was largely ignorant of the Byzantine
text, being shut up, for the most part, to the Latin Vulgate which
differs in many respects from the Byzantine text.

Furthermore, the Bible itself reveals that there have been occa-
sions when there has been a famine or dearth of the Word of God.
One thinks, for example, of the days of Josiah (II Kings 22:8 ff.)

8King James Version Defended, p. 9, (quoted above p. 33).
9Ibid., p. 29.
10]bid., pp. 30-31.
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when apparently the Scriptures were reduced to one copy. Never-
theless, it still could be said that God’s Word was preserved. The
chief weakness of the Burgon-Hills position appears again in this
foundational axiom. Hills fails to show why the sovereign God must
act in a particular way. It is one thing to look at history and con-
jecture as to God’s purpose. It is another to insist that God’s pur-
pose could only be that which is conjectured. To assert what of
necessity lies upon God would seem to go too far when such neces-
sity is not revealed in the Scriptures.

The further axioms continue to enlarge on this concept of provi-
dential preservation. The second deals with it on the basis of the
Greek New Testament text; the third, on the basis of the Greek
church. Under the third Hills says:

Because God’s providential preservation of the New Testament
was concentrated on the Greek text, it follows that it operated
within the sphere of the Greek-speaking Church, where Greek
New Testament manuscripts were read and copied.!!

He is still referring to the working of God in preservation through
the Greek-speaking Church under his fourth axiom when he speaks
of preservation operating “through the testimony of the Holy
Spirit.” He alludes to the guidance of the Holy Spirit in the forma-
tion of the canon and indicates that at a later time and in a similar
manner the Holy Spirit led the Greek-speaking Church in the rejec-
tion of bad readings and in selecting of the true text.12 But in this
connection it should be remembered that Greek was written and
spoken in Caesarea, Alexandria, and in Rome during the early pe-
riod of the formation of the canon and afterwards. Moreover, all
during this time and in these places Christians were copying and
reading manuscripts in Greek. Since the testimony of the Holy
Spirit did not operate through the Greek Church of the area of Anti-
och alone in the matter of identifying the canon, why should there
be any necessity for Him to withhold such testimony with respect to
the Greek text of other areas than Antioch?

Other difficulties come to mind. Irenaeus, Clement of Alex-
andria, Origen, Athanasius, Eusebius, and others used Greek texts

U7bid., p. 31.
12]bid., p. 33.
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other than the Byzantine. According to Hills’ concept of providen-
tial preservation, when they read “Heaven and earth shall pass away
but my words shall not pass away” in their New Testaments, they
had no right to apply such a promise to their own texts. Consider
the New Testament of Athanasius which was Alexandrian in its text-
type. Can anyone say that this great defender of the faith used a text
which was not supported by God’s providence?

The weakness of the basic argument becomes apparent in the last
two axioms. Hills argues that “the text of the majority of the manu-
scripts is the providentially preserved and approved text.” In the
middle of the paragraph he says that

. . . the errors of the scribes therefore, were corrected by the
God-guided preferences of the Greek-speaking Church. . . .

The New Testament text, therefore, which is found in the
vast majority of the extant manuscripts is the providentially pre-
served and approved text, the text upon which almighty God,
expressing Himself providentially in the usage of the Greek
Church, has placed His divine sanction.!3

Again it must be asked: If providential prescrvation is put on the
same level with inspiration, how does it come about that the Byzan-
tine text is composite, i.e., how could the text have differences
within it? Furthermore, being composite, how is one to know what
the providentially preserved reading is when K divides? Is it to be
on the basis of numbers solely? That is, in a place of variation, is the
original reading to be determined on the basis of the most manu-
scripts in its support by actual count? In such cases, where the K
groups divide, the reading of the K* group would always have to be
followed since its manuscripts are the most numerous. But here a
problem is raised because K* is the group least known! It was for
this reason that von Soden used the symbol “x” to designate it. It is
the form of the Byzantine text of the Middle Ages and appears to
have dominated from the tenth to the twelfth centuries. By the thir-
teenth century it was displaced by the Kr text which, though fewer
in numbers, is the next most numerous group of K manuscripts and
is characterized by lectionary apparatus which has been introduced
into the text.

13[bid., p. 34.
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In the last axiom it is seen that Hills does not really mean to
restrict providential preservation as rigidly as it had appeared
throughout his preceding pages. Here, in describing the Byzantine
text, he used such expressions as the following:

. . . it is the best extant text. . . . It represents the inspired orig-
inal text very accurately, more accurately than any other New Tes-
tament text which survives from the manuscript period. . . . It
is the text that should be followed almost always in preference to
the non-Byzantine texts found in the minority of the Manu-
scripts [italics added].14

He is making room for some exceptions so that certain non-
Byzantine readings may be included. There seems to be a fatal ad-
mission here. Providential preservation, then, has not operated on a
level with inspiration and been confined to one text-type. If the
chain of argument had been correct, there could be no deviation.
God has been represented as giving equal concern and care to pres-
ervation as to inspiration. Preservation has been tied to the Greek
Church and the majority of Greek manuscripts as its channel. If the
doctrine of inspiration is verbal and plenary (every word in the au-
tographs through all the scriptures), then providential preservation,
as insisted upon by this argument, logically extends to every word
within the majority numbers of the Byzantine manuscript tradition.
Yet Hills, in his sixth axiom, seeks to evade this necessary con-
clusion to the basic premise.

That such an argument from providence may be speculative and
beyond proof is illustrated in the context of the very quotation from
Origen used by Hills (see above p. 33). Origen, in his reply to Af-
ricanus, is arguing on behalf of certain parts of the Septuagint, i.e.,
the History of Susanna and other apocryphal portions, as compared
to the Hebrew canon which Africanus had alluded to. He sar-
donically observes:

And, forsooth, when we notice such things, we are forthwith to
reject as spurious the copies in use in our Churches, and enjoin
the brotherhood to put away the sacred books current among
them, and to coax the Jews, and persuade them to give us copies

147bid., p. 35.
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which shall be untampered with, and free from forgery! Are we
to suppose that that Providence which in the sacred Scriptures
has ministered to the edification of all the Churches of Christ,
had no thought for those bought with a price, for whom Christ
died; whom, although His Son, God who is love spared not, but
gave Him up for us all, that with Him He might freely give us all
things?

In all these cases consider whether it would not be well to
remember the words, “Thou shalt not remove the ancient land-
marks which thy fathers have set” [italics added].1®

This appeal from providence by Origen is a plea to consider the
Septuagint version, with its apocryphal additions, as more au-
thoritative for the Church than the Hebrew Scriptures! It is essen-
tially the same argument as that which undergirds the Burgon-Hills
theory. How can one be sure that Hills’ argument from providence
in support of the Byzantine text has any more validity than Origen’s
in his support of the Septuagint!

There is no question but that the argument for the primacy of the
Byzantine text is supported by sincere men of faith. However, as in
the case of Origen, they appear at this point to use a biblical doc-
trine in an unjustified way. How can it be assumed that providence
works only with numbers? In spite of the popular saying there are
some who believe that “fifty million Frenchmen” can sometimes be
wrong. And on the other side, it is quite unlikely that a biblical
theologian would affirm e.g., that it was in spite of God’s provi-
dence that Tischendorf appeared at the monastery of St. Catherine
in the Sinai peninsula just in time to save the Sinaitic manuscript
from destruction.

There is an unfortunate aspect concerning the manner in which
Burgon and some of his followers have approached the defense of
the Byzantine text, and with it the King James Version. It is that the
orthodoxy and motives of those holding different views is some-
times called in question. One of the dangers in such an approach is
that of the polarizing and hardening of positions; therefore, positive
evidence for the quality and usefulness of the Byzantine text is shut
out without a hearing. It is also unfortunate that there are some
who, whenever it is suggested that the Byzantine text may have

15The Ante-Nicene Fathers, IV, 387.



46 THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

some usefulness, immediately tend to prejudge and reject the posi-
tion, identifying it with that of Burgon and his followers.

A variation or modification of the Burgon-Hills view discussed
above has been put forth by Zane C. Hodges and Wilbur N. Picker-
ing. Their theory of the text, rather than arguing from “provi-
dence,” defends the superiority of the majority number of
manuscripts on a mathematical principle that is based on the rea-
soning that “the copies nearest the autograph will normally have the
largest number of descendents.” According to this theory, in each
placc of variation, thc original rcading is the reading which has the
largest number of manuscripts supporting it. Invariably, of course,
this “largest number” will be made up of the mss of the Byzantine
text-type since it is the text with the greatest number of de-
scendents. 16 To support the theory further it is suggested that there
is no other explanation which accounts for the superior numbers of
the Byzantine text. Hodges says

‘T'he manuscript tradition of an ancient book will, under any but
most exceptional conditions, multiply in a reasonably regular
fashion with the result that the copies nearest the autograph will
normally have the largest number of descendants. The further
removed in the history of transmission a text becomes from its
source the less time it has to leave behind a large family of off-
spring. Hence, in a large tradition where a pronounced unity is
observed between, let us say, eighty per cent of the evidence, a
very strong presumption is raised that this numerical prepon-
derance is due to direct derivation from the very oldest sources.
In the absence of any convincing contrary explanation, this pre-
sumption is raised to a very high level of probability indeed.
Thus the Majority text, upon which the King James Version is
based, has in reality the strongest claim possible to be regarded
as an authentic representation of the original text. This claim is
quite independent of any shifting concensus of scholarly judg-
ment about its readings and is based on the objective reality of
its dominance in the transmission history of the New Testament
text. This dominance has not and—we venture to suggest—can-
not be otherwise explained.!”

16Note: an application of their principle may be found in The Greek New Testa-
ment According to the Majority Text, ed. by Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad.
Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1982.

17“The Greek Text of the King James Version,” Bibliotheca Sacra, 125:500 (Oc-
tober-December, 1968), 344, 345.
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Pickering also believes that there is no other way of explaining the
great numerical preponderance of the Byzantine manuscripts than
that they represent the text that goes back to the autographs:

I see no way of accounting for a 90% (or 80%) domination unless
that text goes back to the Autographs. Hort saw the problem
and invented a revision. Sturz seems not to have seen the prob-
lem. He demonstrates that the “Byzantine text-type” is early
and independent of the ‘“Western” and “Alexandrian text-
types,” and like von Soden wishes to treat them as three equal
witnesses. But if the three “text-types” were equal, how ever
could the so-called “Byzantine’ gain an 80-90% prepon-
dcrance?!®

Despite these strong assertions there do appear to be other rea-
sons, both historical and ethnological, which explain the great nu-
merical preponderance of the later Greek manuscripts associated
with the Byzantine area (empire) as compared with the sparse re-
mains of Greek witnesses from the West and from Egypt.

There are at least three principle reasons why the Greek textual
traditions of Alexandria and the geographical West have not been
preserved in the numbers that are found in the Byzantine. In the
first place as far as the West is concerned, Greek faded out in favor
of the native langage—Latin. While there are some 5,000 Greek
manuscripts of the New Testament, largely Byzantine, there are
over 10,000 Latin manuscripts! A few Greek mss associated with
the Western text still exist. However, these Western mss date from
the Sth to the 9th century and are mostly Greek and Latin diglotts.
It is thought that the Latin translation (or translations) of the New
Testament Scriptures was produced and circulated in the West by
the last half of the second or beginning of the third century.!® The
peculiar strength of the Western text’s testimony lies chiefly in its
versional and Patristic support. In addition to the volume of the
Latin versional testimony mentioned above, it should be added that
most of the earliest Fathers who have left writings of textual signifi-
cance are associated with the West. If the reasoning of Hodges and
Pickering were valid, then why are not the most numerous and
therefore the most accurate Greek manuscript copies of the Epistle

18The Identity of the New Testament Text, revised ed. p. 118.
19Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament, pp. 287-289.
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to the Romans found in and associated with the West? The West was
the possessor of the original and it was in Rome that the earliest
copying of that letter must have taken place. But there are no more
“Western” copies of Romans than there are of the other Epistles!

Secondly with regard to the Mss associated with the text of Alex-
andria and Egypt, their multiplication in that locale—together with
Greek speaking Christianity itself—was cut off in Egypt with the
Moslem conquest and capture of Alexandria in A.D. 642. Four years
earlier the same fate had befallen the Christian centers in Palestine,
including Caesarea. Having come under Moslem domination, it is
not surprising that the mss from these locales are comparatively
sparse. The chief uncials and the papyri representing the Alex-
andria-Egyptian area are for the most part older than the eighth
century (contrast the Byzantine) and antedate the Moslem “shut-
off.”

In the third place, and on the other side of the question, with
rcgard to the multitude of mss associated with the Byzantine area:
a) in contrast with the West, Greek was the native or primary lan-
guage therefore Greek mss would naturally multiply; and b) the
Byzantine area was not overwhelmed by the Moslems till the mid-
fifteenth century with the fall of Constantinople in 1453. Because of
this there was no “cut-off” of manuscript reproduction prior to that
time. For these reasons, together with the first and second given
above, it seems natural and to be expected that the Greek witnesses
of this area should far out-number those of the other locales.

Therefore we conclude that the superior numbers of the Byzan-
tine text do not necessarily guarantee its “originality” or greater
kinship with the autographs.

The following section seeks to present reasons why the Byzantine
text-type should no longer be ignored but be used in textual crit-
icism. It supports a position which contrasts with the principal
viewpoints surveyed in the preceding part. It differs from the WH
contention that the Byzantine text should not be used because it is
secondary and it differs with the Burgon-Hills view, which would
use only the Byzantine text because it is primary. The view sup-
ported here is that the Byzantine has a place of usefulness as an
independent text-type. This part of the book is divided into two
sections which take up two main reasons supporting the thesis that
the Byzantine text should be granted independent status. Briefly
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stated, they are: 1) Its readings are old. 2) Its text is unedited in the
Westcott and Hort sense. If these reasons can be substantiated,
such a circumstance would call for a re-evaluation of the usefulness
of the Syrian text.






PART II

Reasons For Considering That
The Byzantine Text Is Independent






Section A

Byzantine Readings Are Old






CHAPTER 'V

Distinctively Byzantine Readings Are Found
In Early Papyri

Though not every old reading is original, a reading must be old to
be considered as possibly original. One of the principal reasons
given by WH for considering the Syrian text unusable was the sup-
posed late origin of its readings. In their opinion, readings which
agreed with neither the Western nor the Alexandrian text-types and
were not attested by early Fathers but were found exclusively in the
Byzantine and other late manuscripts must be late in their forma-
tion. “Distinctively” Syrian readings must be late readings and on
this account should be discarded automatically! (compare with
p. 28 above). Although the reasoning of WH seemed sound at the
time they wrote, discoveries since then have undermined the con-
fident appraisal that characteristically Syrian readings are neces-
sarily late.

Beginning with the second edition of Hort’s introductory volume
in 1896, various writers have called attention to Byzantine readings
which have found support in early witnesses discovered since the
time of WH. Francis Crawford Burkitt, an enthusiastic supporter
of WH who wrote the “Additional Notes” in the second edition of
the Introduction,? has noted that the (then) recently discovered Si-
naitic Syriac, though often supporting the Alexandrian text, occa-

1See above pp. 27-28.
2Introduction, pp. 325-330.
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sionally agrees with the Syrian text in “distinctive” readings.
Later, in an article on the newly discovered Chester Beatty Papyri,
Burkitt comments on Byzantine agreements in these manuscripts,3
as do C. C. Tarelli and others in Journal of Theological Studies,*
Gunther Zuntz in 1946 in the Schweich Lectures on The Text of the
Epistles,5 and E. C. Colwell in 1961 in his article on “The Origin of
Text-types of New Testament Manuscripts.”’® Bruce Metzger, in
“The Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible,” gives a list of seven
examples of papyrus-supported Byzantine readings.’ In a footnote,
he lists some sixteen other references of “distinctively” Byzantine
readings which are also found in p%6.8

How are such agreements between early witnesses and the late
Byzantine text to be explained? Does not such evidence tend to
upset the theory of lateness of the K-Text? At first this possibility
was not faced and the logical explanation (in the framework of the
WH theory) was that the Byzantine editors had somchow uscd
other sources in addition to the Western, Neutral, and Alexandrian
types set forth by Hort. This was considered plausible in the case of
the Sinaitic Syriac when the concept was first advanced by Burkitt
and later picked up by Streeter.? But when the Chester Beatty Pa-
pyri appeared, such agreements became too much for the theory to
hold. The brilliant scholar Burkitt was frankly puzzled about it.
Though he did not wish to favor the Byzantine text in any degree,
in his article “The Chester Beatty Papyri,” while commenting on
various features and alignments of the papyrus, he remarked on two

3“The Chester Beatty Papyri,” Journal of Theological Studies, XXXIV (October
1933), 363-368.

4XL, 19-25: “Some Further Linguistic Aspects of the Chester Beatty Papyrus of
the Gospel,” 1942.

5The lectures were published in 1953, The Text of the Epistles, a Disquisition upon
the Corpus Paulum (London: Oxford University Press).

6Early Christian Origins, ed. A. Wikgren (a Festchrift for H. R. Willoughby,
Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1961).

7Chapters in the History of New Testament Textual Criticism, p. 38.

81bid.

9Note: H. C. Hoskier used a similar explanation to account for phenomena in B
and its related MSS. He claimed that they arose from influence of the early ver-
sions, especially the Egyptian versions acting upon the Greek text in Egypt. See
Codex B and Its Allies, A Study and an Indictment (in two parts) (London: Bernard
Quaritch, 1914). See footnote 30, p. 68 below.



CHAPTER V 57

instances where p4> agrees with the Byzantine reading. One of these
is Mark 7:31 and the other is Luke 10:41,42. After listing the evi-
dence for Mark 7:31, he says in part: “I have no particular affection
for s (the Received or Byzantine text), but I cannot believe it is here
the actual villain of the piece.”1? And in his comment on the Luke
passage he says:

And certainly it is not the Byzantine text, but an earlier ancestor
of it, that has produced mixture. p#3, written about A.D. 240, is
too early to be influenced by the Byzantine text, so that when it
agrees with it the cause must be earlier.!!

The open bewilderment of this keen scholar who was losing con-
fidence in the WH theory is revealed in the following:

I do not know when or where Lk. 10:42a was reduced to “one
thing is necessary,” but it was obviously prior to A.D. 240. I
regard this reading as a corruption of the original reading, as I
do the addition of the “Longer Conclusion” to St. Mark; but
both corruptions are to be found in texts that go back to some-
thing like A.D. 200. . . .

I have, frankly, no constructional hypothesis to offer. But a
textual theory which is to hold the field must be able to answer
all objections. Above all, B and “the neutral text” are not syn-
onymous. It is easier, from some points of view, to reconstruct
the original than some halfway house like the “neutral” or the
“Caesarean” text, that contains some corruptions but not all.12

Burkitt is sure of one thing, that in these instances the Byzantine
text has not influenced the text of the papyrus, but he can not an-
swer how the reading of the papyrus got into the Byzantine text.

Other writers began to draw further conclusions. In the article
“Some Further Linguistic Aspects of the Chester Beatty Papyrus of
the Gospels,” Tarelli warns against the habit of taking for granted
that certain readings, because they are in the late Byzantines but not
in B or other earlier available manuscripts, are therefore to be con-
strued as improvements.

10¥TS, XXXIV (October 1933), 366.
1]bid.
121bid., p. 367.
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Previous studies of the Chester Beatty papyrus p** have sug-
gested that it is at least unsafe to assume a late date for a reading
which might be explained as an improvement. There are a
number of other readings which are interesting from the same
point of view.!13

Amid his comments in this article is the following illustration drawn
from a distinctively Byzantine, but now papyrus-supported, read-
ing in John 11:19.

It is clear that the evidence of p*5 changes the aspect of this
problem. So long as we had no earlier manuscript than B, the
notion of Alexandrian and Antiochian “improvements” had
great plausibility. Thus in John 11:19 when wpos v Mapdav
kat Maprav or mpos Mapdav kaw Mapiav was attested by
BC*DLWX 33, and A and the vast majority of later manu-
scripts read mpos Tas wepy Mapdav kaw Mapuav it was argua-
ble that the simpler reading was the original and the other an
“improvement.” The support of the longer reading by a manu-
script a hundred years older than B reinforces the inherent im-
probability of such an emendation and confirms the likelihood
that the passage was mutilated by copyists who did not under-
stand the idiom, or feared that their readers would not under-
stand it.14

Tarelli is pointing out that it is the Alexandrian and Western texts
that contain the heavier editorial changes here. He concludes by
saying that “it is difficult to feel any greater certainty about the
habitual superiority of B in the Gospels.”!5

Colwell, in his article referred to above, makes this thought-
provoking statement:

But the Bodmer John (%) is also a witness to the early existence
of many of the readings found in the Alpha text-type (Hort’s
“Syrian”). Strangely enough to our previous ideas, the contem-
porary corrections in that papyrus frequently change an Alpha-
type reading to a Beta-type reading (Hort’s “Neutral”). This
indicates that at this early period readings of both kinds were

1B¥TS, XLIII (1942), 19.
14]bid., p. 20. See also his remarks on John 11:29, same page.
15Ibid., p. 25.
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known, and the Beta-type were supplanting the Alpha-type—at
least as far as this witness is concerned.1®

Metzger, near the end of his article, makes the following statement:

During the past decades several papyri have come to light which
tend to increase one’s uneasiness over Hort’s reluctance to ac-
knowledge the possibility that an ancient reading may have been
preserved in the Antiochian text even though it be absent from
all the great uncial manuscripts. Since the discovery of the
Chester Beatty Papyri (particularly p*5 and p*6) and the Bodmer
Papyrus II (p%6), proof is available that occasionally the later
Ryzantine text preserves a reading that dates from the second or
third century and for which there had been no other early wit-
ness. A tew examples selected trom a large number will serve to
illustrate this changed situation in the textual evaluation of the
New Testament. . . .17

After presenting a list of seven examples, Metzger continues:

Though this list could be expanded, enough examples have been
cited to suggest that some of the roots of the Antiochian text go
back to a very early date, antedating Lucian by several genera-
tions. It does not follow, of course, that the Textus Receptus
should be rehabilitated en bloc, or even that in the examples
cited above the Antiochian text is necessarily the original text.
The lesson to be drawn from such evidence, however, is that the
general neglect of the Antiochian readings which has been so
common among many textual critics is quite unjustified.!®

Zuntz’s remarks in this connection seem especially startling be-
cause they were made a decade before the Bodmer Papyri began to
be published. Here is an extended citation from The Text of the
Epistles taken from the close of his discussion of p#6 and the Byzan-
tine text:

To sum up. A number of Byzantine readings, most of them gen-
uine, which previously were discarded as “late,” are anticipated

16The Origin of Texttypes,” pp. 130-131.
17“The Lucianic Recension,” p. 38.
181bid., pp. 38-39.
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by p*6. Our inquiry has confirmed what was anyhow probable
enough: the Byzantines did not hit upon these readings by con-
jecture or independent error. They reproduced an older tradi-
tion. The existence of this tradition was in several cases borne
out by some versions or patristic quotations; but where such
evidence is not forthcoming, the inference proved no less cer-
tain. How then—so one is tempted to go on asking—where no
Chester Beatty papyrus happens to vouch for the early existence
of a Byzantine reading? Are all Byzantine readings ancient? In the
cognate case of the Homeric tradition G. Pasquali answers the
same question in the affirmative; and, indeed, it seems to me
unlikely that the Byzantine editors ever altered the text without
manuscript evidence . . . [italics added].!®

Zuntz makes clear, however, that he is not adopting the view of
Burgon or of the superiority of the TR:

We are not going to resume the hopcless fight of Dcan Burgon.
The Byzantine is the latest text and it is both natural and evi-
dent that it contains thc largest proportion of corruptions. Most
of the specially Byzantine readings rule themselves out of court
without ado. The chance that, even so, they are far older than the
manuscripts which atlest them is none the less great . . . [italics
added].2°

He concludes this statement by observing: “Even so, we are now
warned not to discard the Byzantine evidence en bloc.”?! In his next
paragraph, Zuntz calls attention to one very important conclusion
which was reached by the study of the papyri in their various align-
ments particularly with the late manuscripts of the Byzantine text:

The progress of our investigation will yield some criteria for the
relevance of the late tradition. Already now we may book one
result which is of paramount importance for our ideas about the
tradition as a whole. The extant Old Uncials and their allies
cannot be relied upon to furnish us with a complete picture of
the textual material which the fourth and fifth centuries inher-

19The Text of the Epistles, p. 55.
20The Text of the Epistles, pp. 55-56.
21]bid.
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ited from earlier times and handed on to the Middle Ages. P46
has given us proof of that.??

The papyri have brought about a change in the thinking of others
who had followed more or less in the train of WH; for example,
J. R. Janeway traces the transition in the outlook of the Spanish
textual and Biblical scholar Jose M. Bover. He notes that the testi-
mony of the Chester Beatty Papyri had a profound influence on the
work of Bover:

But after the discovery of the Chester Beatty papyri and
Hoskier’s presentation of other ancient evidence, Bover began
to challenge some passages where all the former critics were
agreed. . . . He stated that this part of his task was incomplete
and that he hoped to make a thorough revision.23

Surprisingly, the remarks of the above writers are based on con-
clusions drawn from a relatively small number of instances where
early papyri were seen to attest “Byzantine” readings. Zuntz lists
thirteen or fourteen examples of which five are distinctive. Metzger
lists seven, says the list could be expanded, and then in a footnote
gives sixteen references in John where “further examples of dis-
tinctively Byzantine readings . . . are also found in p%6.7°24

In the research for this book, it was felt that all the available early
papyri should be surveyed in order to discover if other papyrus-
supported Byzantine readings exist. The survey includes all kinds
of alignments with the K-text where K is at the same time sup-
ported by an early papyrus. These various kinds of alignments are
displayed in the appendix in Lists 1-5. Preceeding the lists is an
explanation of the procedures followed in compiling them, includ-
ing the defining and identification of Byzantine readings (see pp.
137-144).

List I (see pp. 145-159) displays some 150 distinctively Byzantine
readings now found to have early Egyptian papyri supporting them.
Distinctively Byzantine readings are readings which are supported
by the bulk of the later manuscripts but which at the same time are

22[bid., p. 56.
23An Investigation, p. 363.
24Chapters, p. 38.
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opposed (or not supported) by the principal manuscripts and wit-
nesses to the Alexandrian and Western texts. It may be recalled that
WH considered such “Distinctive Readings” a special proof of the
editing and consequent lateness of the Syrian text (pp. 27-28 above).
These 150 readings, in List 1, which by WH’s criteria would be
classified as “distinctively” Syrian, are now seen to antedate the
time of Lucian. They are found in Egypt one hundred years before
the time of Lucian. Several things should be observed concerning
these “Distinctively”” Byzantine readings found in the early papyri.

(1) These 150 readings are early. They go back to the second
century, for they are supported by papyri which range from the
third to the second century in date. That such readings must be
early is almost universally admitted by textual critics, the exception
being the few critics, such as Williams (cited above, pp. 15, 29, 30),
who havc choscn to ignorc or deny their cxistence.

(2) These readings were not edited in the fourth century. A sec-
ond and corollary conclusion is that these readings are not the result
of a late recension. They could not have been so created for they
were present in Egypt by the end of the second century. It is not
surprising to find Beta-type (i.e., Alexandrian) readings in Egyp-
tian papyri or even Western readings for that matter (for it has been
known for some time that “Western” readings are both early and
widespread). But it is startling from the standpoint of the WH the-
ory to find that so-called “Byzantine” readings not only existed
early but were present in Egypt before the end of the second cen-
tury.

(3) The Old Uncials have not preserved a complete picture of the
second century. The third observation which should be made in the
light of these readings and other accumulating evidence is that it
should now be realized and taken into account that the Old Uncials
have not retained all of the second-century tradition, even though
they have maintained from that period two distinct types of text.
Zuntz (see p. 60 above) felt that p*6 alone gave proof of this. The
inadequacy of the “Old Uncials,” to portray the second century
textual picture, is underscored further when p*5, p66, p72 and p7>
are also seen to confirm the early and wide-spread existence of K
readings which are neither Alexandrian nor Western.

WH, therefore, were mistaken in regard to their insistence that
all the pre-Syrian evidence for readings was to be found in the Alex-
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andrian, Neutral, and Western texts, i.e., that these three text-types
and their chief witnesses preserved the complete second-century
picture of the textual tradition on which the Syrian editor(s) built.
Hort said that

. . . before the middle of the third century, at the very earliest
we have no historical signs of the existence of readings, contlate
or other, that are marked as distinctively Syrian by the want of
attestation from groups of documents which have preserved the
other ancient forms of text. This is a fact of great significance,
ascertained as it is exclusively by external evidence, and there-
fore supplying an absolutely independent verification and ex-
tension of the result already obtained by comparison of the
internal character of readings as classified by conflation.2’

The support of distinctive Byzantine readings by early Egyptian
papyri has provided proof that WH were wrong at this point. The
“fact” of such “great significance,” in Hort’s words, has now van-
ished into thin air in the presence of ancient papyri. E. C. Colwell
(above, pp. 58-59) had made the important observation that in some
instances one could see the process of editing going on in Egypt in
the corrections of p%6. In some cases the correction was made from
an Alpha type (Byzantine) to a Beta (Alexandrian) type. For exam-
ples of these found in List I notice John 7:39, where p% corrects
from the Byzantine to the Alexandrian text-type, also John 7:40 and
8:54, where p% again corrects from the Byzantine to the combina-
tion of Alexandrian and Western type, and in John 12:9, where p%¢
corrects from the Koine either to a singular reading or to one which
is very lightly attested. In other papyri, note Ephesians 2:12 for an
instance where p* corrects from the Byzantine to the Hesychian-
Western form of text and in Hebrews 12:25 from the Byzantine to
the Alexandrian form. Then, in Hebrews 11:4 papyrus p!3* and p#6
read the distinctively Byzantine, but p!3c corrects away from the
Byzantine to a reading which is supported by Clement of Alex-
andria. There are instances where the papyri correct the other way.
In John 8:21 and 19:4, p% corrects from the combination of Beta
and Western to the Alpha or Byzantine type. In John 19:11 p%6 can

25Introduction, pp. 114-115.
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be seen correcting away from a singular or lightly supported reading
to the Alpha text. Such phenomena attest that some editorial ac-
tivity was going on in Egypt at the time that these papyri were
copied. The main point here, however, is that Alpha-type readings
existed early and were, in some instances, competing with the read-
ings of the Alexandrian text which, however, eventually rejected
them.

(4) The Byzantine text-type has preserved second-century tradi-
tion not preserved by the other text-types. These readings are evi-
dence that the Byzantine text has preserved at least portions of the
second-century tradition of the New Testament independently of
the Egyptian and Western text-types. Until the discovery of these
papyri, the Byzantine text had been the sole repository of these read-
ings from the second century. In view of this circumstance, it would
seewm, at least in so far as papyri-supported distinctively Byzantine
readings are concerned, the Byzantine text-type can no longer be
ignored in textual decisions. This is not meant to suggest that the K
readings should be considered original when they are papyri-sup-
ported. It does suggest, however, that because of their proven age,
at least such papyri-supported readings ought to be put on an equal
level with the readings of the Alexandrian and the Western texts for
the applying of internal evidence of readings. But what of Byzan-
tine readings not supported by early papyri?

(5) Lateness of other Byzantine readings now questionable. With
so many distinctively Byzantine readings attested by early papyri,
doubt is now cast over the “lateness” of other Antiochian readings.
This doubt brings to mind two questions: 1) What about Byzan-
tine readings which occur in parts of the New Testament where
there are no papyri, as yet, to confirm them? 2) What about By-
zantine readings in places where papyri exist but the papyri support
other readings and not the Byzantine? Should distinctively Byzan-
tine readings in such places be considered early also?

Zuntz faced the first question and answered in the affirmative for
all Byzantine readings (cf. above, p. 60). In a rather striking way
Zuntz’s remarks have been vindicated in cases where more recently
discovered papyri have supported Byzantine alignments in places
where the Chester Beatty (which he used) did not exist. (See the list
in those areas in Luke and John where p% and p7> attest Byzantine
readings where p*5 is not extant, as well as the places in I and II
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Peter and Jude where p72 supports the Byzantine reading.) As for
the second problem (i.e., where the papyrus supports a reading
other than the Byzantine), such passages as Luke 11:50, where p45
reads with B 33 69 but the Byzantine reading, had no early attesta-
tion until p75 was discovered. Another example is John 2:15, where
%6 reads with the Alexandrian but p75 with the Byzantine. See also
John 10:19; 10:31; 12:36; Hebrews 10:17 for additional instances
where papyri published in later years have been found to attest a
Byzantine reading where another than the Byzantine had formerly
been supported by a papyrus.

Numerous distinctively Byzantine readings now proved early
would seem to reverse the burden of proof. Instead of assuming that
characteristically Byzantine readings are late, it may be more logical
and more in accord with the facts to assume that they are early. The
burden of proof now appears to rest on whoever claims that a Byz-
antine reading is late. Furthermore, making textual decisions on the
basis of how three or four “old” uncials read should be abandoned
because they do not give a complete picture of the second century
traditions.

How do such agreements as those exhibited in List I occur? Vari-
ous possibilities suggest themselves.

(1) One possibility is that the agreement of early papyri in these
readings is accidental, i.e., the papyri happen to agree in given in-
stances because of scribal blunders which accidentally brought the
papyri into agreement with the Byzantine text-type. E. C. Colwell,
in a paper “Scribal Habits in Early Papyri: A Study in the Corrup-
tion of the Text,”26 presented the singular readings of the scribes of
%5, p%, and p75. He concluded that certain types of readings exist
where the support of a particular papyrus might be called in ques-
tion because its scribe was prone to certain errors. An agreement in
such an instance might be an accidental agreement and would not
therefore reflect any genealogical relationship. He questions the
support of p#> in cases of a transposition of words or where there is
the omission of a dispensable word, as well as the support of p6 for
the omission of a short word. Colwell also questions the support of

26Read before the Soceity of Biblical Literature in annual meeting in New York,
1964. Published in 1969 as Chapter VIII, “Method in Evaluating Scribal Habits: A
Study of P45, P66, P75 in Studies in Methodology pp. 106-124.



66 THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

any papyrus for the addition or omission of the definite article, for
the omission of the personal pronoun, and for a reading which in-
volved a harmonization to the immediate context unless it happened
to be characteristic of a group.

When List 1 is re-examined with these scribal habits in view,
Colwell’s criteria could apply in a number of places. But it seems to
be an impossible matter to determine with certainty that an omis-
sion was accidental. For example, in many places p#> and p% agree
with a longer reading involving short or dispensable words. The
same phenomenon which would call in question the attestation of
the papyrus on accidental grounds is observed when it agrees with
the Alexandrian or the Western text. If, in such cases of agreement
with the Alexandrian text, the idiosyncrasies of the scribes were
reckoned as causing an accidental agreement, the attestation should
then have to be withdrawn from the Alexandrian and counted with
the opposing Byzantine! Thus, as far as total effect is concerned,
the instances would appear to “balance out.” In fact, when it is
recalled that the Alexandrian text-type tends to favor the shorter
rcading, the supposcd propensity of these papyri scribes to make
omissions suggests that on the basis of accidental agreement they
would more naturally and therefore in a higher percentage of such
agreements tend to support the Alexandrian rather than the other,
usually longer, types of text.

However, agreement is most likely accidental when it occurs be-
- tween a couple or a small scattered number of Mmss—not when it is
to a rcading characteristic of a group (possible exception being a
common itacism). No doubt some of the Byzantine supported read-
ings may be questionable in accordance with this possibility of acci-
dental agreement, but it is obvious that the same type of accidental
agreement of a papyrus with the Alexandrina or the Western read-
ing would have taken away support for a Byzantine-supported read-
ing. Therefore, while it may be true that some of these in the list
have papyrus support because of accidental agreement, one could
hardly say that such agreement is the criterion which would account
for the majority of them; and in any given case it would be difficult
to prove that accidental agreement had taken place.

The tendency of early Egyptian papyri to omit in singular readings
and to be somewhat less dependable in the addition or omission of
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the definite article may well be giving us an insight into some of the
handling of the early text in Egypt.

(2) Another explanation for papyrus-supported K readmgs is
that the Byzantine text originated in Egypt. However, this explana-
tion hardly fits the circumstances. There are more differences than
there are agreements with the papyri and K in places of variation.
The papyri do not suggest that the Byzantine text-type equals a pre-
Alexandrian or Egyptian type of text, nor do any of the papyri pre-
sent a pre-Byzantine type of text as has been maintained with some
show of validity with p4> in Mark for a portion of the “Caesarean”
text.27

(3) Still another proposal is that these readings originated in
Egypt at an early period and were later adopted by the Byzantine
editors. ‘10 hold that early Egyptian readings, that is readings lost or
deleted from the H text-type, were adopted by editors at Antioch is
to endeavor to explain them in the framework of WH’s theory of the
origin of the Syrian text. This was Burkitt’s cxplanation for the Si-
naitic Syriac agreements, i.e., that the Byzantine editors took Old
Antiochian readings out of the Syriac version(s). Streeter followed
him in this.28 Burkitt in 1933 wavered when it came to applying this
explanation to p#> agreements (cf. above p. 57). However, almost 30
years later in 1961 Vincent Taylor endeavored to fit all the criteria
into this framework:

The Byzantine Text, or TR, gains a new interest if families addi-
tional to the Alexandrian and the Western are recognized. In
this situation the Byzantine text is more inclusive than a com-
bination of the § and 8 texts. In addition to the use of these
families its editors must have drawn upon Antiochian [i.e., Old
Syriac] and Caesarean Mss, since presumably these are of earlier
origin. In fact, p*> contains Byzantine readings which are earlier
than c. A.D. 250, that is before the Byzantine text was compiled.
In short, this text is more eclectic than we had supposed.2®

In Taylor’s mind there appears to be no other possible solution
than to keep applying the WH theory of the dependence of Anti-

27See Metzger’s “The Caesarean Text of the Gospels,” Chapters, esp. pp. 60-67.
28The Four Gospels, pp. 115-116.
29The Text of the New Testament, p. 75.
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ochian editors on outside sources. Since the theory is accepted as
fact, the new data must be interpreted in line with the theory.

But it must be protested here that the papyri are supplying the
very kind of evidence to prove the early existence of Byzantine read-
ings that WH had contended were absent from the Fathers. If these
second-century readings originated in Egypt, then how (in accor-
dance with the WH Theory) did they get into the “fourth-century
edition” of Antioch when at a very early time they had been ex-
cluded from the Alexandrian text-type? This question becomes
even more difficult to answer when it is realized, as it now appears
from the evidence supplied by p75, that the Alexandrian text-type
had been well established by the late second or early third century.
If the Antiochians had sent to Alexandria for manuscripts by which
to correct their text, no doubt they would have desired a copy of the
best and most highly regarded current text. Surely they would not
have settled for one or more of the aberrant papyrus manuscripts
which were circulating privately.

Moreover, if to retain the theory of Westcott and Hort for the
origin of the Syrian text, the date for the Antiochian editing be
pushed back into the second century the theory becomes almost
impossible to hold. It is unlikely that at such an early period Anti-
och, conscious of her history and the high quality of her own first
manuscripts, would have had any high esteem for manuscripts or
readings coming from the area of the “School of Alexandria,” or
from Caesarea for that matter.30

(4) It is possible that these readings originated early in Antioch

300n Burkitt and Streeter’s idea of deriving Old Antiochian readings in K from
sysc: This now appears to be as unlikely as Hoskier’s attempt to derive distinctive
readings of B from the Coptic and Old Latin versions. Hoskier may have borrowed
this idea from Burkitt in the first place. There appears to be no question as to the
Egyptian character and locale of the Vatican MS; but Hoskier’s “proofs” that B was
influenced in its text form by the Coptic and Old Latin versions fall short of demon-
stration. In Hoskier’s work Codex B . . . there are numerous instances where he
cites B supported by one of the Coptic versions alone, and holds this as evidence
that it was the Coptic version which influenced the text of B. In many of these
places one of the papyri, either P66 or P75, can now be added to the same reading.
This indicates that the Alexandrian recension goes back into the second century. It
is more reasonable to assume that it was the Coptic versions which followed the
Greek in these readings, and not vice versa; so also with the Syriac and Greek
agreements at Antioch.
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and found their way to Egypt and into early copies of manuscripts
there. This seems more logical for the early period than the reverse,
Antioch being the missionary church. Such readings were then pre-
served at Antioch in the Byzantine text but became buried with the
papyri in Egypt because they were rejected by the Alexandrian edi-
tors.

(5) Another explanation is that these agreements set forth in List
1, indicate the independent preservation of wide-spread second-
century readings. They were in Egypt as seen by their preservation
in the papyri. They were also in Antioch as is seen by their preser-
vation in the Byzantine text. However, at the present stage of
knowledge, it is impossible to trace their origin.

(6) They represent independent preservation of original read-
ings. Here agreements indicate nothing as to manuscript rela-
tionships, but they constitute widespread and early testimony to
original readings.

Therefore, in sccking to account for papyrus-supported K read-
ings: Categories 4 (the readings originated early in Antioch), 5 (they
represent independent preservation of wide-spread readings of un-
known origin), and 6 (independent preservation of original read-
ings), these along with 1 (an occasional accidental agreement), may
each account for some of the papyri agreements.

Explanation 2 (that the K-text originated in Egypt) appears im-
possible; and explanation 3 (that the readings originated early in
Egypt and were adopted at a later date by K) though conceivable,
seems to be the least logical of the possibilities. Of the six catego-
ries, 4-6 would seem to account for most of the agreements.

In view of the above, it is concluded that the papyri supply valid
evidence that distinctively Byzantine readings were not created in
the fourth century but were already in existence before the end of
the second and that, because of this, Byzantine readings merit se-
rious consideration.
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Byzantine-Western Alignments Go Back Into
The Second Century Independently And
Originate In The East—Not In The West

WH rejectcd nothing more vigorously than the thought that the
Syrian text or Syrian manuscripts could add any weight of authority
to the Western readings.! ITowever, the Egyptian papyri focus atten-
tion on a thought-provoking phenomenon. They attest the early
existence of readings in the Eastern part of the Roman empire in
which the Byzantine and the properly (i.e. geographically) Western
witnesses agree and at the same time are opposed by the Alex-
andrians. In the treatment of this type of alignment (along with
other true Western alignments), Gunther Zuntz has made a contri-
bution which has received neither the attention nor the credit which
it rightfully deserves. The first item that makes Zuntz’s findings
significant is that in his penetrating analysis he found no instances
in which any distinctively Western reading had ever affected the
Eastern texts.

There is, so far, not the slightest indication that any properly
Western readings, that is, readings which originated with or in
the course of, the separate Western tradition, ever affected the
East. The one type of variants which could bear out this view,
namely the latinisms, has no Eastern support. If then at least
some also of the errors which are attested only by Western wit-

1See Hort’s discussion on this in the Introduction, p. 118, also p. 28 of this
book.
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nesses had a wider circulation at an early time, one may well
wonder why p46 supports, almost exclusively, genuine Western
readings.

The rewriting of I Cor. 15:2 and the peculiar order of the
clauses ib. i. 2, attested by Western and by the most ancient
Eastern witnesses, point to some common source. There is
nothing to suggest, and everything to discourage, the assump-
tion that this source was in the West. These common errors
indicare some contact, at a very early date, between the
predecessors of both; their sporadic agreements in genuine
readings are evidence that, from a pre-Western and pre-
“Alexandrian” stage, p*© and its allies retain some original ele-

. ments which were soon to vanish from the “Alexandrian” and
from the Eastern tradition in general, while one or more of the
three Western archetypes caused them to survive in the West.2

The implications of Zuntz's findings in connection with the thesis
of this book seem obvious: If the readings in which the Byzantine
text agrees with the Western text did not come from the West but
originated in the East, then a crippling blow appcars to havc bcen
dealt the WH theory. The contention of WH that such Syrian-
Western alignments are not weighty evidence because the Syrian
text was formed in part from Western manuscripts has actually been
reversed by Zuntz. The reversal of the weight of the Byzantine tes-
timony at these points is required, for such alignments of witnesses
are not only weighty external evidence but they also show the K-text
in each instance to be the preserver of a very early form of the text
as it was known and used in the East before it was adopted by the
West.

Zuntz’s work was with p#6, the earliest of the Chester Beatty Pa-
pyri. His conclusions with respect to Western readings in non-
Western witnesses are of such importance that they deserve to be
quoted at length. He entitles them “Some Conclusions: General, on
Western Readings,” and goes on to say:

The material so far surveyed yields one paramount conclusion:
Western readings in non-Western witnesses are, generally, ancient

2Text of Epistles, pp. 95-96; see also p. 143, 156-157, and pp. 254-255 for a dis-
cussion of this significant passage by Zuntz. See also the application of these find-
ings in Zuntz’ conclusion, pp. 282-283.
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survivals. They are not in the relevant witnesses, secondary intru-
sions into a previously pure form [italics added].

This assertion is, I believe, capable of strict proof. We have
assembled, from I Corinthians and Hebrews, more than seventy
Western readings which recur in the “oldest Alexandrians”
(most of them appear in p*6; many also in its allies; very few in
the latter only). . . . Only nine out of these more than scventy
are properly, and only, “Western”, all the rest having some non-
Western support which indeed may consist of anything from an
occasional quotation by Origen (I Cor. iii.3) to the mass of Byz-
antine mss (the latter often reinforced by the Peshitta and other
Eastern versions). Whence comes this striking preference, on
the part of p*, for W+ and W- omega [WQ =Zuntz’ symbol
for Western-Byzantine] readings? Whoever shares the wide-
spread view that Western readings in non-Western witnesses,
say in (so-called) “Caesarean” or Byzantine mss, were grafted
upon a previously pure, say “Alexandrian™ or “Caesarean”
basis—an assumption which, for example, led Professor H. A.
Sanders to consider the “lesser Alexandrians” as “purer” than
their big brothers—must credit the scribe of p*6, or its ancestor,
with prophetic insight: This person must have forseen which
Western readings would be picked out, centuries later, by the
editors (if any) or scribes of “Caesarean” or Byzantine mss. In
his selection of Western readings he must have been guided by
this amazing foresight, embracing those which were destined,
after centuries of oblivion to reemerge in, perhaps, one single
twelfth-century minuscule (as in I Cor. 1:22; 3:10; 14:14) or
also to be received into the later standard text—and to reject
those which were foreordained to wither in Western seclusion.
Looking at the same facts from the other end, the later “Cae-
sarean” and Byzantine editors or scribes who are supposed to
have introduced a number of Western readings into their manu-
scripts must have had an unaccountable preference tor those
which, in centurics past, had been embodied into the Chester
Beatty papyrus (which, at the time, slumbered in the Egyptian
sands).

The evident inadmissibility of these assumptions enforces the
obvious alternative: these “Western” readings in the East are ele-
ments of a continuous tradition, from and before the time when p*6
was written and down to the Middle Ages. The intermediaries
which handed them on, from the early to the late witnesses, are
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not preserved. Once again we are reminded how incomplete is
the extant evidence prior to the tenth century [italics added].3

Zuntz continues with the following statement on Byzantine-
Western alignments:

Purely (i.e., distinctively) Byzantine readings, as we saw before
may be ancient. We can now add: Byzantine readings which
recur in Western witnesses must be ancient [Zuntz’s italics].
They go back to the time before the Chester Beatty papyrus was
written; the time before the emergence of separate Eastern and
Western traditions; in short, they reach back deep into the sec-
ond century.

Were it not for the deserved authority of the admirable
Griesbach [followed by WH], one might well wonder how the
other view—namely that they were added later—could ever be
held. Scholars apparcntly never paused to think of the historical
implications. Could a Byzantinc patriarch in the cighth or ninth
century [or even of the 4th] be supposed to have sent envoys to
some Greek monastery in Sicily or south Italy in order thence to
procure some obsolete manuscripts and from them to intrude a
number of Western readings into that sacred text which his au-
thority made prevail among the Orthodox? Obviously the Byz-
antines retained Western readings which had been carried down
to them by the main stream of the Eastern tradition. The oppos-
ing “Alexandrian” witnesses, in these instances, represent a
backwater of that stream; they were bypassed by the main cur-
rent even though theirs often was the correct reading. This con-
clusion s enforced with regard to those variants which have now
reappeared in the Chester Beatty papyrus but evidently applies to all
of them [italics added].4

Zuntz’s tindings display and underscore the fact that the Byzan-
tinc text furnishes an early and independent weight of evidence
for readings where it and the Western text agree against the Alex-
andrian. The rationale for this statement may be briefly sum-
marized: 1) The evidence now shows that in cases of Byzantine-

3Text of the Epistles, pp. 142, 150.
4Ibid., pp. 150-151.
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Western alignments there has been independent preservation of
such readings by each text-type from deep in the second century. 2)
Furthermore, such agreements did not result from an Eastern adop-
tion of readings which originated in the West. The only thing that
could prove an Eastern adoption of Western readings would be “lat-
inisms” and/or errors proven to have arisen in the West and held in
common with Eastern witnesses, and these are missing in such
alignments. 3) The West got these readings from the East originally
(i.e., their origin was in the East, not in the West) for: a) The read-
ings were in the East at the earliest period as is attested by early
Egyptian papyrus-Byzantine-Western agreements; b) common er-
rors between early papyri and Western witnesses point to an Eastern
source; ¢) common “genuine” readings (i.e., genuine in the sense of
original, or worthy of being considered original) thus attested also
point to an Eastern source.

Reinforcing Zuntz’s findings, List 2 (Appendix, pp. 160-174) sets
forth approximately 170 of these papyri-Byzantine-Western align-
ments.>

In List 2 the corrections of p% are of interest again. There are
several occasions where p%* agrees with the Byzantine-Western
alignment, then corrects to the Alexandrian-WH type of text. (See
John 10:22,26,28; 11:29,32; and 14:4 for examples of this type of
correction.) In 14:14 p®6”* reads with the Koine text togcther with
the Western, and p%c is to a singular reading; however, it seems to
conflate in the direction of the Alexandrian text-type in adding
Tovto. In addition to these there are several instanccs where p66*
reads with the Alexandrian text-type and WH but corrects to the
Byzantine-Western combination. These are found in John 4:51;
7:52; 8:28; 11:54; 13:20,21,25. There is also a singular reading of
56" in 13:24 which cannot be completely made out because the text
is somewhat obscure at this point, but it is not exactly the same as
the Alexandrian; however, the correction (p®c) is to the Koine-

5The collation is more or less complete up through the latter part of I Cor. Fol-

lowing this point the tabulation is more scattered, and readings were accumulated

- less systematically. The collations are not quite as thorough for this list in p6 and

p75 as they are for p#5 and p*6 (up through the I Cor. portion mentioned above),

because the apparatus of Kenyon in the texts of the Chester Beatty papyri gave
additional help in furnishing leads for the agreements of p*5 and p?6.
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Western alignment. On seven occasions in this list the writer of p%¢
corrects from a Byzantine-Western alignment to an Alexandrian;
and in another seven instances he corrects from an Alexandrian type
reading to a Western-Byzantine type.

Therefore, these papyrus-Byzantine-Western alignments op-
posed by the Alexandrian text-type reveal readings which were well
nigh universally known in the second century. But though they
were eliminated from the Alexandrian text-type, they have been
preserved independently in the Byzantine and in the Western tradi-
tions.

Hort strenuously resisted the notion that there could be any in-
creased weight of attestation for a Western reading when it was sup-
ported by the Syrian text. His stance was a4 natural result of
theorizing that the Byzantine text was in part dependent upon the
Western text. However, these papyrus-Byzantine-Western align-
ments appear to demonstrate that in such Western-Byzantine com-
binations the Byzantine witnesses add the weight of an
independently preserved type of text. These alignments are much
more significant for New Testament Textual Criticism than a mere
increased attestation of one additional ms for a “Western” reading.
Such alignments do not prove that these readings (with or without
papyrus support) are necessarily original. However, it should be re-
alized and taken into account that such alignments in a reading
immediately introduce the two factors of age and increased weight
of attestation: 1) The reading is old for, originating in the East, it
has been preserved separately in East and West from deep in the
second century; and 2) the reading is heavily attested by external
evidence for in each such instance it has the weight of two indepen-
dent and widely separated traditions behind it.

Additional Note:

Why has there been so little acknowledgement of the significant
findings set forth by Gunther Zuntz? There appear to be at least
two reasons why Zuntz’s findings, at this point, have not been given
wider publicity: the first is that his development of the evidence and
the conclusions he draws are difficult to follow for one not thor-
oughly acquainted with New Testament text criticism (NTTC). The
second reason that Zuntz’s conclusions have not been widely and
enthusiastically acclaimed (though they constitute a ‘“break-
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through”) is that his findings deal a devastating blow to WH’s basic
theory of the history of the text, i.e. they destroy the supposed
partial dependence of the K-text on Western sources.

If this dependence in K-Western alignments must be reversed as
Zuntz demonstrates, then one half of the support for Hort’s basic
theory of conflation collapses immediately! But, not only does the
WH theory fail at this point, it is changed into the opposite! This is
more than the “general consensus of scholarship” can concede. It is
an intolerable thought and too revolutionary to acknowledge that
the Antiochian text may have been the source rather than the recip-
ient of the common material in such Byzantine-Western align-
ments. There is a “dead-weight” of traditional antipathy toward the
Byzantine text that just cannot allow itsell o believe that the K-text
is able to furnish any really valuable evidence for New Testament
text criticism. This inherited antipathy has created a giant drag
against progress in textual matters.



CHAPTER VII

The Silence Of The Fathers Is Explainable
And Therefore Is Not A Proof Of Lateness

Someone might object to the study taken up in this book by saying,
“There is no point in even opening the question of the usefulness of
the Byzantine text because its secondary nature has been estab-
lished by the absence of Patristic evidence.” It is true that WH felt
this to be one of their strongest and most convincing arguments.
Patristic silence, i.e., the apparent failure of the earlier Fathers to
use the Syrian text in their quotations of the Scriptures up to the
time of Chrysostom, was taken as irrefutable proof of the non-
existence of that type of text.!

Sir Frederic G. Kenyon has clearly indicated the vital importance
of the patristic evidence to the WH theory:

It is on this crucial point of the controversy that the patristic
evidence becomes of decisive value. Hort, as we have seen, ap-
peals to it as showing that the Traditional Text is characterised
by many readings which cannot be traced back tarther than the
fourth century—readings which, moreover, have in his eyes the
appearance of a secondary character, as derived from pre-
existent readings which are found in the other groups of

Untroduction, pp. 112-115; cf. also p. 117. Indeed, it was this part of the WH
argument that their followers (e.g., Lake, Williams, etc.) insisted undergirded the
“fact” of the secondary nature of the Koine text. For the emphasis which these
writers put upon this part of WH’s argument, the statements of those which have
been mentioned above may be recalled. See pp. 15, 29, 30 of this book.
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authorities. Here is a plain issue. If it can be shown that the
readings which Hort calls “Syrian” existed before the end of the
fourth century, the key-stone would be knocked out of the fab-
ric of his theory; and since he produced no statistics in proof of
his assertion, his opponents were perfectly at liberty to chal-
lenge it.2

The preceeding pages present the kind of evidence that Kenyon
said was needed. The papyri have now demonstrated “that the read-
ings which Hort calls ‘Syrian’ existed before the end of the fourth
century.” Byzantine readings have now been proven to be in exis-
tence by the end of the second century! Since early papyri now
support many “Syrian” readings, and thus demonstrate their early
existence, the question naturally arises as to whether there may be a
flaw in WH’s argument from Patristic evidence. If Byzantine read-
ings are early, wherein lies the flaw or weakness in Hort’s argument?
The following seeks to present an answer to this question.

In regard to the argument based on the silence of the Fathers, it
should be observed first that, contrary to the statements of WH and
their followers, quotations from early Fathers have been found in
support of Byzantine readings. However, when such citations from
early Fathers have previously been submitted, they have generally
been disallowed as evidence for the early existence either of the Syr-
ian text or of the reading in question. It was contended that the
texts of the Fathers had been assimilated (changed or conformed) to
the Byzantine norm by Byzantine scribes as they copied the manu-
scripts of the writings of the Fathers.3 In the light of this it was
further argued that the only placc that the quotation of an early
Father may be considered dependable is where it disagrees with the
Koine.

No doubt some assimilation has taken place, and a few instances
of such have been demonstrated.* However, in the second place, in
List 1 (distinctively Byzantine readings supported by papyri) there

2Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1912), p. 321.

3Introduction, Hort, pp. 110-111.

4See Streeter’s discussion of “The Fathers and the Standard Text,” The Four
Gospels, pp. 45-47, in which he gives two examples of assimilation taken from the
Latin tradition in the cases of Cyprian and Pelagius, whose citations had been
assimilated from the Old Latin to a Vulgate form. He also cites an instance in the
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are some Byzantine readings which, before the discovery of the pa-
pyri, had been attested by ante-Nicene Patristic support. It should
be recognized in these readings which are proven early by the pa-
pyri, such Patristic support appears to be authentic (i.e., non-
assimilated). Instances in the list where Byantine readings have
early Fathers for their support are as follows: 1) Luke 10:21, Clem-
ent; 2) Luke 12:5, Tertullian; 3) Luke 12:22, Clement; 4) Luke
12:31, Clement and Marcion; and 5) John 2:24, Origen. Origen also
attests 6) John 4:31; and 7) John 13:26. In the Epistles, example of
patristic support may be found as follows: 8) Romans 10:14, Clem-
ent; 9) I Cor. 4:11, Clement and Origen; 10) I Cor. 5:10, Origen;
11) I Cor. 7:5, Origen; 12) I Cor. 7:7, Origen; 13) I Cor. 9:7, Ori-
gen; 14) I Cor. 9:21, Origen; 15) Eph. 2:12, (Origen) and Ter-
tullian; 16) Phil. 1:14, Marcion; 17) Heb. 11:32, Clement; 18)
I Pet. 2:5, Clement and Origen.

In spite of the preceding, it must be admitted that by and large,
at least as far as critical apparatuses are concerned, the testimony of
Ante-Nicene Fathers is quite light for the Koine text. It may also be
admitted that Chrysostom is the earliest church Father whose writ-
ings contain substantial Antiochian citation. However, with these
matters as a background, there are several additional observations
which should be made in connection with the argument that the
silence of the early Fathers in attesting the Antiochian text is proof
of its non-existence:

Benedictine edition of the Fathers where the text of Origen has obviously been
assimilated in a quotation from Matt. 26:3-5.

However, M. Jacob Suggs warns that “it is possible to make too much of this
aspect of the problem.” He is not maintaining that there was no such “correcting”
on the part of the scribes. He is suggesting that this problem has been exaggerated.
Suggs goes on to say: “‘While modern standards of reproduction were not in effect
in the manuscript period, it would be untriie to say that verbal accuracy was not an
aim of the ancient scribe—particularly of the trained copyist. There is little evi-
dence of systematic revision of New Testament citations except in translated
works, and this is paralleled by the practice of modern translators of theological
works in quoting Biblical passages in a familiar version rather than supplying a
fresh translation. Even medieval commentaries, which incorporate comments of
early Farhers under lemmata of a later text, are less than thorough in revising the
earlier forms to fit their own.” (“The Use of Patristic Evidence in the Search for a
Primitive New Testament Text,” New Testament Studies, IV, No. 2 (January, 1958),
140.)
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In the first place it is an argument from silence. It is astonishing
to read the statements of some of these men—the emphatic way in
which they talk about “the facts” when the foundational argument
is one from silence.

In the second place it is an argument from the silence of Fathers
in non-Syrian locales. One of the chief values in the literary remains
of a Father is their use as an aid to establishing the text-type of his
locale. His date and place of residence are known. Because of this,
his Scripture citations shed light on the kind of text used in his time
and area, and he thus helps w identify the text-type of the area.
Irenaeus lived in Gaul and used a Western text; Origen is one of the
chief supporters for the Alexandrian and Caesarean texts, and this is
natural for he lived in both of those areas. It is therefore asking too
much to expect Irenaeus and Origen to be of help in identifying the
local text-types used by them (Irenaeus in Gaul and Origen in Alex-
andria and Caesarea) and at the same time expect them to be wit-
nesses to the type of text which was used (or which was not used) at
Antioch. For example, while Irenaeus is a second century father
and Origen a third, the fact that Irenaeus’ quotations do not sup-
port the form of text used later by Origen in Egypt cannot be used
as proof that the Alexandrian text-type did not exist at a period
earlier than Origen. But it is this same argument that is the main-
stay of WH’s theory! Compare the fact that Origen is the first real
user of the Alexandrian text-type (Clement who preceded him tends
to support Western readings) yet we do not limit the age of the H
text (o the date of Origen. Apparently, the testimony of thc carly
papyri has made the argument from Patristic silence demonstrably
invalid.

In the third place, this argument from the silence of the Fathers is
an argument from silence as far as Antioch is concerned. Support-
ers of the WH theory point out that Chrysostom (who flourished in
the last half of the fourth century) is the earliest Father to use the
Byzantine text. However, they customarily neglect to mention that
there are no earlier Antiochian Fathers than Chrysostom whose lit-
erary remains are extensive enough so that their New Testament
quotations may be analyzed as to the type of text they support. The
silence-of-the-Fathers argument has been asked to bear more weight
than it is able to sustain. How can Fathers of other areas using other
local text-types be expected to witness to the Antiochian text? And
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how could it be expected that the Antiochian text (i.e., the early
form of it) can be attested by Fathers who have left little or no
writings?

The argument from silence cuts both ways. Obviously one should
not argue for the early existence of the Antiochian text from the lack
of Scripture quotations in the Fathers. However, it is equally plain
that its non-existence should not be argued from such silence either.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the papyri-supported Byz-
antine readings together with geographically-Western and Byzan-
tinc alignments actually amount to a more reliable testimouny
concerning the early existence of these readings than could possibly
be rendered by quotations contained in late copies of works by early
Fathers. Such data point up the invalidity of WH’s argument from
Patristic silence, and would appear to remove the main support for
their theory.



CHAPTER VIII

The “Conflate” Or Longer Readings
Are Not A Proof Of Lateness

“Conflate” readings have been put forth as one of the main lines of
evidence supporting WH’s “demonstration that the Syrian text is
later than the other types.”! Hort presented eight examples of con-
flation, four in Mark: 6:33; 8:26; 9:38,49; and four in Luke: 9:10;
11:54; 12:18; 24:53.2 Hort felt these readings were concrete evi-
dence for what he considered the procedure or practice of the Syr-
ian editors. These “conflations’ led to the conclusion that the
changes in the text had been mainly in one direction, i.e., the direc-
tion of conflation and fulness on the part of the Syrian text. Hort
concludes that the conflations prove two things: 1) that the Syrian
readings are always later in date than those of the other text-types
and 2) that those who created these readings used manuscripts of
Alexandrian and Western types to do so.

Hence it is certain not only that the 8 [Syrian] readings were
always posterior in date o the o [Alexandrian] and the g [West-
ern] readings in variations illustrating the relation between
these three groups by means of conflation, but also that the -
scribes or editors who originated these 8 readings made use in
one way or another of one or more documents containing these

1Metzger, The Text, p. 135 (cf. pg. 30 above).
2Introduction, pp. 93-104. Cf. above page 26 in this book for a summary of
Hort’s last example.
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o readings, and one or more documents containing these 8
readings . . .3

Having drawn these two conclusions, a third was built upon them:
Since the Syrian editors used the Alexandrian and Western manu-
scripts in making “conflates,” they must have also used them freely
elsewhere in the editing of their texts.

But the proved actual use of documents of the a and B classes in
the conflate readings renders their use elsewhere a vera causa in
the Newtonian sense.*

Burgon acidly denounced the “conflations” of WH because they
did not all fit the classification of conflation, and because they were
too few in number to sustain such a far-reaching theory. Sar-
castically, he suggested that the reason so few were set forth by WH
was because no more could be found.

Of these, after 30 years of laborious research, Dr. Westcott and
he flatter themselves that they have succeeded in detecting
eight.>

Examining the conflates of WH in a lengthy note, Burgon sought to
show that the Western and Alexandrian texts had abridged the “Tra-
ditional text.”6

Some of Burgon’s criticisms may have validity, but this book does
not take the position that the longer or “conflate” readings are nec-
essarily the original readings; some of them indeed may be the re-
sult of scribal activity. However, the evidence available now shows
that such readings are neither a result or proof of late editing, but
actually go back into the second century. If this is true even for
some conflate and longer readings, then it should be apparent that
the procedure of using a few examples of long or conflate readings
in order to prove a late and dependent editing process for the whole
text is invalid.

3Introduction, p. 106.

4Ibid., p. 107. Cf. also Para. 187, pp. 134-135 of Hort’s Introduction for the sup-
posed propensity of the “authors of the Syrian text” to change in the direction of
interpolations and additions for “lucidity and completeness.”

5The Revision Revised, p. 258.

6Ibid., pp. 258-265.
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1. Some Byzantine “Conflates” and “longer readings” are now
demonstrably early. Though longer readings similar to WH’s exam-
ple of “conflation” in the Syrian text are not very common, others
than the eight listed by WH do exist. There are at least two in List 1
which might be thus classified. In John 10:19 the division of manu-
scripts attesting the various readings is as clear cut in regard to text-
types as WH’s Luke 24:53 example:”

OXLORQ OUV D 1241 r! sys Western
OXLORQ TOALY XBLWX 33 WH  Alexandrian
OXLTQ OUV TTOALY ATAGAIIV pl Byzantine

In John 10:31 there is another clear-cut division: This time four
types of texts are involved in the breakdown of readings (with yet a
fifth reading supported by syP).

eBaoTacav Caesarean
eBacTacay ovw Western
eBacTacay woAw Alexandrian
eBATTATAY OUV TOALY Byzanltine

Examples such as these two might have bolstered the WH theory
of conflation further and provided some answer to Burgon’s accusa-
tion if they had been brought forward in his time. Today, however,
they cannot help the theory of WH, for in each one the so-called
“conflated” reading is supported by early papyri. In the John 10:19
passage, while p*5 and p75 support the Alexandrian reading, p66,
the earliest papyrus, reads oxiopa ovv wakw. In John 10:31 the
“conflate reading is supported by p%, and the shortest one,
eBaoTaoav, is papyrus-attested as well, being supported by p+5. If
p7° supports any of these, it would appear to be the Alexandrian
eBacTacay TaLy.

While it may be true that conflation has taken place in one or
more of these instances, it is not logical to continue to hold that
such readings are a proof of lateness. These readings were in exis-
tence before the end of the second century—before the earliest
manuscripts we possess. Though these “conflate” readings were
unsupported by early patristic evidence, their early existence had
been accurately attested all the while by the Byzantine text.

2. Conflation is not limited to the Byzantine text as WH infer.
Longer or conflate readings are not found in the Byzantine text
alone. Examples may be found even in manuscripts and families

7See pp. 25-26 above.
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outside of the Byzantine text. In John 5:15 the attestation of read-
ings reveals a “conflation” in W. W is considered to have an Alex-
andrian text in this portion of John. (See fuller attestation in List 4).

avnyyethey PsSP75B pl K
QT YYELAEY DKUA al
ELTTEV RXRCL pc bo WH
QUM YYELAEV KOL EVTTEV QUTOLS W

In John 5:37 (List 1) manuscript D may be seen as an apparent
combination of the other two. avros is read by the Byzantine bulk,
to which p06 is now added; ekewvos is read by the Alexandrians and
p7%; while ekewvos avros is read by D.
In John 11:41 (not in the Lists) there is an example of what might

be called a conflation in a Family 1l reading:

avw PAP7S ABCDEGIISWOWQ pl

ELS TOV OLVPAVOV sa

els Tov ovpavov ave  KII 265 489 1346* Fam Ilr!
Colossians 3:17 reveals an example of what WH would call a con-
flation if it were found in the Syrian text; however, in this instance it
is found in N: |

KUPLOV L|T0V B pl Byz
MO0V XPLOTOV ACDerFerGGer
KUPLOV L

KUPLOV LMTOV XPLOTOV X vge (C1) Ant
3. Conflations are even found in B and in the Beta Text-type.
Near the close of their discussion of conflate readings in the Syrian
text WH say

To the best of our belief the relations thus provisionally traced
are never inverted. We do not know of any places where the o
group [Alexandrian] supports readings apparently conflate from
the readings of the 8 and & [Western and Syrian] groups respec-
tively, or wherc the B group of documents supports readings
apparently conflate from the readings of the o and & groups
[Alexandrian and Syrian] respectively.®

8Introduction, p. 106. Contrary to WH’s claim, there are places where the Alex-
andrian text apparently conflates from the readings of the Byzantine and Western
groups (i.e., the pattern is as clear-cut as any of the examples of Syrian conflation).
If D is allowed to speak for the Western text in the Gospels there is a clear-cut case
in John 5:37 (List I) where D conflates from the readings of WH’s o and'3 groups
respectively.
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E. C. Colwell points out that “Codex Vaticanus lacks the conflate
readings of the ‘Syrian text,” but it has conflate readings of its
own.”? In a footnote Colwell calls attention to several instances
where Vaticanus is involved in what might be termed ‘“‘conflate
readings.” One of these examples is quite significant because it in-
volves not only Vaticanus but other important members of the Beta
(or Alexandrian) text-type as well. In Mark 1:28:

gvdus ADEFGHKMSUVY T‘AHECDQ 22 157
1071 1241 pl p f g2 I vg syph

TOVTOYOV W 579 b e q geo! aeth

gVdVUs TAVTOYOV RXe BCL Fam 13 543 837 892

omit R* @ Fam 1 28 33 249 474 517 565 700

c ff sys bp geo? arm

Here indeed is an instance of that phenomenon of which WH wrote
when they said they did “not know of any places where the a group
supports rcadings apparently conflate from the readings of the |3
and & groups respectively. 10

Another passage, Luke 10:41, 42 (List 4), is one of those dis-
cussed by Burkitt in his article on “The Chester Beatly Papyri.”
Burkitt rejected the originality of the Syrian reading. Neither did
he intimate in his comments that B or C2 and L and X in the read-
ings they support had conflated. Instead of “conflation” of the B-
text Burkitt speaks of the reduction of the text followed by Byzan-
tine witnesses saying: “I do not know when or where Lk. 10:42a
was reduced to ‘one thing is necessary,’ but it was obviously prior to
A.D. 240” [italics added].1! In the minds of the supporters of the
WH theory, when the Byzantine text is longer, there is a “con-
flation,” but when the Byzantine text is shorter, then it is termed a
“reduction” or abridgement. A different view of this verse is taken
by a more recent scholar, Aelred Baker, in an article “One Thing
Necessary.”12 He holds that the Byzantine preserves the original
reading. He traces the history of the citation of this verse in the

9“Genealogical Method,” p. 117.

10]t may be noted in passing that neither WH, the two Nestle (the 26th ed. does
note), nor the UBS texts give any indication that the Alexandrian text conflates, or
even that there is a variation in the text at this point involving a shorter reading;
they simply adopt the conflate reading silently.

11“The Chester Beatty Papyri,” p. 52.

12Catholic Biblical Quarterly, XVII (April, 1965) 127-137. Cf. also G. D. Kil-
patrick’s, “The Greek New Testament of Today and the Textus Receptus,” in The
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course of modern textual criticism and translation and shows that
there has been a reaction in modern times away from the reading
favored by WH to the shorter one read all along by the Byzantine
and supported now by two papyri, p*> and p75.

Another instance of conflation involving B and some other manu-
scripts is found in John 7:39 (List 1), where WH follow the shortest
reading and give no acknowledgement of the straying of B even
though they have a note on this verse in their “Selected Read-
ings.”13 In Philippians 1:14 (List 1), the Alexandrian manuscripts
support the longer reading. Though it may not be a “conflate™ in
the strictest sense of the word, it parallels some of those WH classi-
fied as conflate in the case of the Syrian text.

One more passage (not in Lists), Colossians 1:12, may be noted at

this point.
TO LKAVOOTAVTL P4XACD<EKLP pl WH
TW KAAETAVTL D*FGpcdetfm
TO KAAECAVTL KAL LKOVOTOVTL B

Again WH make no acknowledgement of B’s conflation but quietly
forsake it as far as their text is concerned.

If, for example, WH’s principles were applied to these passages,
referred to above, in which the divisions are rather clearly set forth,
then the textual critic would have to acknowledge that because one
text represented by B and some of its followers conflates the two
other texts, therefore the text of B must be later in origin, and the
other two texts must be earlier than B. But WH could not make
such application of their principles, for that would make the Syrian
text earlier than the text of B!

These longer readings which contain in one reading the material
found in more than one other text-type may be conflates in some
instances and in others they may be readings which have heen ab-
breviated in the other texts or manuscripts. With examples of “con-
flation” in both the Syrian and in the Alexandrian text-types,!4
however, there appears to be no grounds for arguing that the longer

13Introduction (Appendix), p. 82.
14Some of the Syrian conflates are attested by papyri but none of the conflations
scen thus far in the Beta text-type have papyrus support.

New Testament in Historical and Contemporary Perspective, eds. Anderson and Bar-
clay, Chapt. 8, p. 192. See also G. Fee, “One Thing Is Needful,” Luke 10:42 in
bibliography, for argument to return to WH reading.
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reading was late in its origin. Conflation may have taken place; but
it would appear that if it did, it took place early—during the second
century. The evidence indicates that the presence of a longer read-
ing is not therefore to be taken automatically as a sign of lateness. It
should be recognized also that where a segment of a supposed con-
flation in the Antiochian text is found in Western witnesses, this
segment originated in the East not in the West (cf. discussion above
based on findings of Zuntz, pp. 70-76).

4, Natural conflation did not take place in certain places in K. It
should also be noted that there are places where conflation accord-
ing to the habit and tendency of the scribes (as described by WH)
would have been very easy to show itself but was passed up by the
editors of the Syrian text. See for example such passages as Mark
5:42 (List 1), where in the alternative readings from the shorter
Byzantine sieotnoav (“they were astonished”) may be found
ekeamnoav evdus (“immediately they were astonished™) read by
the Alexandrian and séeotnoav wavtes (“they all were as-
tonished”) read by the Western; however, neither one (to say
nothing of both) is taken over into the Byzantine text in what would
have been a natural and smooth-reading conflation: eéeoTnoav
evdus mavtes (“immediately they all were astonished”). A passage
such as John 5:37 (List 1) indicates that the Byzantines could resist
conflation (or the longer reading) even though it might be followed
by another text.

5. The greater proportion of longer papyrus-dlstmctlve-
Byzantine readings attests the early age of such “long” readings. It
is well known that the Byzantine text generally has the longer read-
ing. It is the “smoother,” “fuller” text. In the manuals, “prefer the
shorter reading” is one of the rules which is often found for judging
between readings. The theory is that the scribes tended to add ma-
terial to the text and that the shorter reading was therefore seen as
the earlier and more likely original reading. However, the Byzantine
text is occasionally shorter than the Alexandrian text. With this fact
in mind, and in the light of the supposed propensity of the scribes
to add, it was anticipated that in places where the distinctively By-
zantine text was papyrus-supported, the preponderance of such
places would involve shorter readings because the shorter K read-
ings would surely be the earliest K readings.

Such a phenomenon, however, did not appear as may be seen by
consulting the lists of readings and the tables and charts which tab-
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ulate the readings found in the first three lists.1® Instead of finding
(as was anticipated) the greater number of papyrus-confirmed vari-
ants in K where the Byzantine reading was the shortest, the greater
proportion was of longer papyrus-supported Byzantine readings.
This underscores the danger of making it a rule “to prefer the
shorter reading” as more likely the earlier and/or original one. Ac-
tually, the length of a reading has nothing to do with its age: long
readings are old and short readings are old. Both are attested by
manuscript evidence that places them deep in the second century.
The criteria for judging between them must be something other
than their respective lengths. Since “long” readings are so early
attested, and since such readings are not confined to K but also
include H, WH’s basic argument from conflation would appear to
be disannulled. Kilpatrick on the basis of internal criteria questions
the rule, “Prefer the shorter reading.”16

15See appendix, pp. 145-187; for Tables and Charts, pp. 209-230.
16K ilpatrick, in his evaluation of the text behind the TR, includes a discussion
on conflation, in which he examines variant readings eclectically, and finds that in
many instances the longer reading should be preferred as the original reading. He
concludes the discussion on homoeoteluton with the following observations:
This list is . . . sufficient to show both how prevalent this kind of mistake is
and how frequently the 7Textus Receptus and its allies preserve the original
reading. Westcott and Hort of course rejected their evidence and chose the
shorter text even when it clearly impaired the meaning as at Mark x. 7.

It is worth considering how this came about. One of the canons of textual
critics in modern times has been lectio brevior potior. . . . On the other hand if
we substitute the maxim, ‘the longer text, other things being equal, is prefera-
ble’, have we any reason for thinking that this is more mistaken than the
conventional lectio brevior potior? We are used to this last but the fact that it is
traditional is no argument for its being true. Nonetheless, Westcott and Hort
do not seem to have thought of challenging it.

Let us consider the matter further. There are passages where reasons can be
given for preferring the longer text and there are others where we can find
reasons for preferring the shorter. There is a third category where there does
not seem to be any reason for deciding one way or the other. How do we decide
between longer and shorter texts in this third category? On reflection we do
not seem able to find any reason for thinking that the maxim lectio brevior
potior really holds good. We can only hope that a fuller acquaintance with the
problems concerned will enable us increasingly to discern reasons in each
instance why the longer or the shorter reading seems more probable.

Cited from Kilpatrick’s essay: “The Greek New Testament Text of Today and the
Textus Receptus,” Chap. VIII in The New Testament in Historical and Contemporary
Perspective, Essays in Memory of G. H. Macgregor, ed. by Anderson and Barclay
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965), p. 196.



CHAPTER IX

The Composite Nature Of The Byzantine
Text Attests Early Existence Of Its Readings
Where Its Strands Unite

Westcott and Hort had argued that the composite testimony of the
two manuscripts, X and B, carried back to an archetype of over 200
years earlier than themselves.

An answer, in our opinion a true and sufficient answer, is thus
found to the question how far the testimonies of X and B are
independent of each other. Their independence can be carried
back so far that their concordant testimony may be treated as
equivalent to that of a MS older than X than and B themselves
by at least two centuries, probably by a generation or two
more.!

Their contention with regard to the early age of the text on the basis
of the composite nature of its witnesses has been strikingly con-
firmed by the recent Bodmer papyrus, p75. This papyrus also con-
firms the view that B best preserves the early Egyptian form of the
text which both X and B represent.

As in the case of the Alexandrian text, the composite testimony of
varied strands within the Byzantine text carries its existence back to
a much earlier period than thc age of its extant manuscripts. Von
Soden detected five major strands in the Kappa text,? three of

Untroduction, pp. 223-224.
2At first Von Soden’s conclusions were rejected. However, the validity of his
groupings is now generally accepted. Streeter, early in his book, The Four Gospels,
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which he considered early: K!, Ki, and IK2. Von Soden indicated
that part of the proof of the early existence of the K text was that
traces of K-readings occurred plentifully in early manuscripts
mainly belonging to other text-types. He found traces of K, for
example, in A, C, X and V.3 Von Soden further maintained that K!
had influenced B as well as the others.4 This last mentioned part of
Von Soden’s concept, i.e., that K readings had influenced manu-
scripts of the Hesychian (Alexandrian) type, is now reinforced by
the research in the papyri which has found Byzantine readings in
Egypt at an early date.>

To return to the matter of compositeness, Silva Lake, in her work
Family 11 and the Codex Alexandrinus, made a thorough study of one
of von Soden’s groups, the IK2 group. In her study of Il and Alex-
andrinus, she found that the ninth-century manuscript II, com-
pared to the fifth-century manuscript A, actually preserves in a
purer [orm the text wlhich lies behind them both and which must go
back to an earlier period. She assigned it to the early fifth century or
before.

In working on the manuscripts included in this study it became
clear to me that von Soden’s K2 text was a real entity, although
he had confuscd the issue by grouping the Codex Alexandrinus
with K and II. . . . the Codex Alexandrinus is connected with
K, and II, and the cognate minuscules in a very different way
from that in which they are related to each other. K, II, and a
certain group of minuscules are a definite family. This family

3Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible, p. 179.

4Kenyon, Handbook, p. 365.

5This, however, has more to do with another though related matter, that is the
early spread and element of “universality” in the K-text.

has a lengthy footnote, p. 34, in which he gives expression to his great disappoint-
ment with the work of von Soden. However, by the time Streeter comes to the close
of his book, he makes the following observation in his second appendix:

I may add that in the course of writing this book I have had to study the MS
evidence given by von Soden in innumerable cases up and down the Gospels,
and have found nothing to conflict with the results obtained above. Accord-
ingly, though it may be a few of the less important of the 28 MSS which groups
as I ought not to be included, he has discovered a real group; and fam. 1424
must be treated as an important constituent of the ® family. I have also found
reason to accept his view that 544 (e 337) is a true member of the same family.
(Page 578).
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and the Codex Alexandrinus had, at some point in their history,
a common ancestor which differed very little from the text
which is found today in II, rather more from that of A. The
reconstructed text of Family II, therefore, represents a manu-
script older than the Codex Alexandrinus and affords another
witness to a text which must have existed in the early part of the
fifth century, if not before.6

While Silva Lake traced the text of II beyond the date of Alex-
andrinus to the early fifth or late fourth century, one may wonder if
this estimate was not too conservative. As in the case of X and B, I1
and A have a degree of homogeneity and yet represent two strands
within a composite group. If two hundred years proved a valid csti-
mate for the text which lies behind X and B, it would seem, on the
basis of the same kind of grounds, reasonable to assume that the
concordant testimony of Il and A would go beyond the age of A
(copied in the fifth century) to the beginning of the fourth and per-
haps deep into the third.

H. H. Oliver in a review of Jacob Geerlings’ Family II in Luke?
comments in regard to the second appendix in Geerlings’ work that

.+ . a collation of Codex A with Fam II, confirms the earlier
view of Lake that A and IT have a common archetype, a finding
which causes scholars to push the date of the origin of the eccle-
siastical text further back into the Byzantine period.3

Oliver’s remark calls attention to the composite testimony of I1 and
A, which Geerlings shows to have been sustained in other Gospels
in addition to Mark, and indicates that such testimony pushes back
the date of the text-type.?

G. D. Kilpatrick illnstrates the use of composite attestation to
detect the early date of a reading. In an article entitled “Atticism
and the Text of the Greek New Testament,” he demonstrates the
way that most intentional variations may be traced back into

SFamily II, page ix.

7]. Geerlings, Family Il in Luke (Studies and Documents XXII), Salt Lake City:
University of Utah Press, 1962.

8%ournal of Biblical Literature, 82 (1963), 221.

9See also Geerlings, Family I in Fohn (Studies and Documents XXIII), Salt Lake
City: University of Utah, 1963.
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the second century. In pages 128-131, he discusses the matter of the
early rise of the variants and the cessation of their occurrence by
about A.D. 200. During this presentation he makes an application
of composite attestation in connection with the Alexandrian text to
show the early existence of a particular reading:

... at Mk. 1:21 ewoeAdwv is present in some witnesses and
absent from others. XCLA f13 28 565 837 892 Origen lack the
word and our other witnesses have it. XCL 829 [sic] have the
Alexandrian text. None of them is a descendant of another in
part or whole. This means that probably the shorter text was in
being in the Alexandrian tradition before A.D. 250. But Origen
f13 28 565 represent the Caesarean type of text and Origen be-
longs to the first half of the third century a.n. So the meeting
point of the Alexandrian and Caesarean traditions of the text
will be before aA.p. 200. 'I'herefore this reading will belong to
the second century. !0

Thus, apart from attestation of early papyri, the composite testi-
mony of the Alexandrian together with Caesarean witnesses leads to
the conclusion that the shorter reading existed before the close of
the second century. In like manner Kilpatrick finds evidence in the
remaining (non-Alexandrian) witnesses that the alternative longer
reading also existed very early. Kilpatrick detects this by separating
the clusters of manuscripts that constitute von Soden’s early Kappa
groups (SVQ =KIl, AKII=1IK?, and EFGH =K!). He reckons that
these, together with the two I™ manuscripts 3@, make up a com-
posite testimony that carries the reading back into the third cen-
tury, while the additional testimony of the Western text when
combined with the Kappa is considered sufficient to assure that the
reading originated prior to A.D. 200:

On the other hand the rest of our witnesses have the longer text.
It is uniformly in the Latin manuscripts and this suggests that it
was in this version by the third century. The Greek text behind
the Latin would in these circumstances be older still. Let us
take another group of witnesses. AYII may be presumed to have
a fourth century ancestor, EFGH and SV() probably each have a

10Page 128. Neutestamentliche Aufsatze, Festschrift fiirr Prof. Josef Schmid (Ver-
lag Friedrich Pustet Regensburg), 1963.
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sixth century ancestor, and there may have been a common an-
cestor to these two last groups in the fifth century. At this point
the Purple Manuscripts are represented by 2®, each of the
sixth century, and their immediate ancestor may have been of
the fifth century. We may deduce from this that as far as the
evidence of the manuscripts AEFGHSVYIIZ®() is concerned
this reading may be deemed to be as old as the third century. If
the evidence of A and its allies is combined with that of D and
the Latin, it seems reasonable to suppose that the reading they
all support was in being before A.p. 200.11

Kilpatrick is using the concordant testimony of manuscripts (for
the most part more recent than the fourth century) to demonstrate
the early dating of this reading. It is his conviction that the largest
part of deliberately caused variants in the apparatus go back to the
same time.

Our brief examination of the witnesses has suggested that both
readings were in being before the beginning of the third cen-
tury, although all these witnesses themselves are with one excep-
tion not older than the fourth century. This process can be
repeated for many other variant readings for which we do not
have explicit evidence of their existence before A.D. 200. If we
take together the readings of which we may assume on explicit
or inferential evidence that they existed before A.D. 200 we find
that they form probably the largest part of the deliberate
changes in the apparatus.!2

To sum up the matter of compositeness: Though the Byzantine
text is'a highly homogeneous text, it is also composite; i.e., it is
made up of distinguishable strands. Therefore, in places where the
three earliest strands (K!, Ki, and IK#) unite in their support, such
a compositely attested reading is considered at least third-century in
date. The agreement of yet another type of text would then carry
the attestation of the reading back to the second century.

11“Atticism,” p. 129.
12]bid.
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Summary Of Section A

In summing up Section A it seems reasonable to conclude that the
readings of the Byzantine text are old because of seven basic find-
ings: 1) many of its distinctive readings, formerly thought to be
late, conflate, and edited, are attested by early papyri, and 2) it was
discovered that Western-Byzantine agreements also go back to the
second century. Such readings are early and widespread, but
though they were rejected by the Alexandrian text, they have been
preserved from deep in the second century by the separate Byzan-
tine and Western traditions. Furthermore, these K-Western agree-
ments (contrary to WH) have their origin in the East not in the
West. 3) The silence of the Church Fathers in regard to K readings
is explainable because a) it is not as absolute as has been main-
tained, and b) it has a logical explaination. Lack of Patristic support
from non-Byzantine areas (i.e., from non-Byzantine Fathers) is in-
valid evidence for an argument that the Byzantine text did not exist
at an early period. Even without such evidence and reasoning,
however, WH’s silence of the Fathers argument (the argument upon
which their whole theory rested) has been strikingly offset by the
discovery of Byzantine readings in the early papyri. 4) It was found
that the longer or “conflate” readings are not a sign of lateness in
the text; neither are such readings restricted to the Byzantine text.
Some “conflates” have been found in the Western and even in the

95
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Alexandrian text-type, including Vaticanus itself. The papyri reveal
that longer and what have been called “conflate” readings were al-
ready in existence in the second century. 5) The composite nature of
the Byzantine constitutes yet another line of evidence attesting the
early existence of the K readings where the testimony of the various
strands is united. Additional support from another text-type ap-
pears to insure the second-century existence of a reading with such
attestation.

6) Others have called attention to the early age of K readings. To
the above may be added a reminder that the idea of the ancient
character of Byzantine readings, of course, is not new or original
with this writer. The remarks of Zuntz, Tarreli, and Colwell as men-
tioned above, together with others, indicate that a number of New
Testament scholars have been calling attention to the early age of
Byzantine readings.

7) Deliberate changes in all the text-types appear to antedate A.D.
200. Kilpatrick notes with approval the statement of Vogels that,
“as distinct from errors, most deliberate changes, if not all were
made by A.p. 200,”! and he makes the point that “recent discov-
eries confirm this.”? Later in the same article, Kilpatrick presses
the point that there is “no difference in kind between readings
which can be shown to have originated early and those whose date is
uncertain.”3 In the same statement, he suggests that examination
will show that all the categories of deliberate alteration, including
harmonization, stylistic variation, and so forth, are present both in
groups that can be shown to be ancient by evidencc and also in
others for which the evidence may not be available to prove their
early date.*

Kilpatrick also raises the question as to whether there are any
readings which can be demonstrated to be later than A.p. 200. He
calls attention to some three examples of readings which originated
in the thirteenth century and were discovered by E. W. Saunders.
Kilpatrick then notes earlier examples of attempts to introduce
changes into the text on the part of Origen and the very poor suc-
cess with which they were met.

1“Atticism,” p. 128.
2Ibid.

3bid., p. 129.
4Ibid.
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These two examples of alteration to the text of the New Testa- |
ment after A.D. 200 show how uncommon such changes were in
the later period. We would probably get a fair picture of the
proportion of change after this date to changes made before it if
we were to compare the numbers of the changes demonstrably
later to the number of changes demonstrably earlier. There can
bc no question that the earlier ones are far and away more in
number.

Origen’s treatment of Mt. 19:19 is significant in two other
ways. First he was probably the most influential commentator
of the Ancient Church and yet his conjecture at this point seems
to have influenced only one manuscript of a local version of the
New Testament, The Greek tradition is apparently quite un-
affected by it. From the third century onward even an Origen
could not effectively alter the text.

This brings us to the second significant point—his date.
From the early third century onward the freedom to alter the
text which had obtained earlier can no longer be practised.
Tatian is the last author to make deliberate changes in the text of
whom we have explicit information. Between Tatian and Origen
Christian opinion had so changed that it was no longer possible
to make changes in the text whether they were harmless or not.>

Kilpatrick finishes this aspect of his article by saying:

. . by the end of the second century A.D. Christian opinion
had hardened against deliberate alteration of the text, however
harmless the alteration might be. The change of opinion was
connected not with the canonical status of the New Testament
but with the reaction against the rehandling of the text by the
second century heretics. This argument confirms the opinion of
H. Vogels, mentioned above, that the vast majority of deliberate
changes in the New Testament text were older than A.D. 200. In
other words they came into being in the period A.p. 50-200.6

It is concluded, then, that the readings of the Byzantine text are
old. They, like the readings of the other text-types, go back deep
into the second century.

5“Atticism,” p. 129-130.
6Ibid., p. 131.
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CHAPTER XI

The Evidence In Section A

The heading of Section B stemns from the realization that if the
theory of WH as to the derivation of the Byzantine text is no longer
supported by the data, then the Byzantine text should be consid-
ered an independent witness to the text of the New Testament. It is
not meant to suggest that the Byzantine text has undergone no edit-
ing. What is affirmed here is that the theory of a drastic and eclectic
editing using Alexandrian and Western texts appears far less plausi-
ble now than it did in the days when the theory was promulgated by
WH.

A striking instance of a modern textual critic whose views
changed after the discovery of the Chester Beatty Papyri is found in
the case of Jose M. Bover. John Raymond Janeway has a reference to
the transition in the life and study of Bover after the Papyri came to
his attention:

There were two stages in Bover’s critical study. The first, com-
pleted by 1930, was the study of the differences between the
modern critical texts. The second stage began after the publica-
tion of the Chester Beatty papyri, and has never been com-
pleted. This is the investigation of the text accepted by all the
former critics in the light of the new evidence. For Bover, this
resulted in a reevaluation of the carly Antiochian text. Thus, he
set out to vindicate it as one which possessed the right to be
heard in the debate over readings.!

1An Investigation, p. 534.
101
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This writer agrees with Bover and feels that in the light of the
new evidence the testimony of the Byzantine text has been ne-
glected too long. If its readings are early and its text is unedited in
the WH sense, it is not dependent upon the other text-types. If it is
not derived from the other text-types, then its testimony ought to
be given an objective hearing and due consideration in weighing
evidence for readings.

The evidence in the preceding section indicates that the K read-
ings were in existence long before the earliest date allowed by WH.
Therefore, the Byzantinc text appears unedited in the WH sense,
because the data in the preceding section show that Byzantine read-
ings are as early as those of any other text-type. Byzantine readings
carry back into the second century, which is far earlier than the
limits WH set for their theory and is therefore evidence againsr it.

The evidences in Section A for the early existence of K readings,
in addition to upsetting the “time boundaries” set by WH, also cut
away the main supports for their genealogical and patristic argu-
ments. These arguments claimed that because of “conflates” found
in it and because its distinctive readings were unsupported by
quotations from early Fathers the Byzantine text must be both late
in origin and edited in nature. These were the arguments upon
which the theory of WH rested. However, as has been pointed out
in the matter of conflation, some Byzantine “conflates” are attested
by early papyri. Their proven early existence takes away the argu-
ment that longer (and/or conflate) readings constitute proof of
lateness. In addidtion to this, “conflates” are found in other text-
types than the Byzantine, including the Alexandrian with B and its
allies. These two facts would seem to remove the WH argument
resting on conflation.

As observed in the preceding section, the argument from pa-
tristic testimony is invalid because it is an argument from the si-
lence of non-Byzantine Fathers and the silence of pre-Chrysostom
Antiochian Fathers. Furthermore, it needs to be recognized that a
second-century papyrus attesting a Byzantine reading constitutes
much stronger evidence for the early existence of the reading than
would the citation of a second-century Father, who might have used
the very papyrus, yet whose quotation has been perserved to us in a
fourth to an eleventh-century manuscript-copy of his writings.
Therefore, evidence supporting the early date of K readings is also
evidence against a WH-type editing of the K-text-type.
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WH?’s third argument is from intrinsic evidence and is, therefore,
subjective as defenders of the WH theory admit. For this reason
less weight is usually attached to it. This argument is not avoided,
however, and will be taken up below under a discussion of the style
of the Byzantine text (pp. 107-114). The remainder of this section
seeks to present further reasons for considering the Byzantine a
non-dependent text—important in solving New Testament textual
problems.



CHAPTER XII

The Significant Provenance Of The
Byzantine Text-Type

Another item, the significant provenance (geographical origin) of
the Antiochian text-type, raises further doubts about its depen-
dence on Alexandria and the Western parts of the Empire. The the-
oretical dependence of the K-text becomes increasingly doubtful as
the date of editing is pushed back to an early time, for the following
question arises: “Why should the great apostolic and mission-
minded church at Antioch send to Alexandria or any other center
for Scripture copies by which to correct her own?” The Church at
Antioch, conscious of her heritage and the excellence of her own
first copies of the Scriptures, would have little reason to consider
the resources of others superior. Antioch was the third city of the
empire, a city with an independent and proud spirit; and something
of this same independent spirit was part of its heritage as the
“mother of all Gentile churches.”!

IM. C. Tenney, New Testament Survey (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
1961), p. 253. Cf. Virginia Corwin, St. Ignatius and Christianity in Antioch (New
Haven: Yale U. Press, 1960). See especially the second chapter on “Antioch and the
Christians,” where this author finds intimations suggesting that the church at
Antioch did imbibe something of the proud and independent spirit of the city,
pp. 31-51.

See also Glanville Downey, A History of Antioch in Syria, from Seleucus to the
Arab Conguest (Princeton: Princeton U. Press, 1961); in which he not only traces
the history of the city but also calls attention to the influence that the church at
Antioch exerted over the whole area of Syria, p. 304 ff.
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Antioch may well have been the prime source of the earliest cop-
ies of most of the New Testament Scriptures for newly established
churches. It will be recalled that Antioch was the place where the
first Gentile missions originated; it was the home base for the apos-
tle Paul;2 Luke may have been there;3> Mark,* Barnabas and Silas,
Paul’s companions, were there;> Peter visited Antioch;6 Matthew
may have written his Gospel there.? Paul himself could have double-
checked the local copies of his own epistles which were thus far
possessed by the church at Antioch before he made his last journey
from that place.

It should be remembered that the leadership of the Antiochian
church was not characterized by illiteracy or a low level of education
(see Acts 13:1), and therefore incapable of making good copies of
“Scriptures.” The first century generally was “literate to a remark-
able degree.”8

Furthermore, the apostles and other early Jewish members of the
Antiochian church had the tradition of Israel’s careful copying of
the Scriptures as an example for their care. A high view of the New
Testament writings as “Scripture” appears to have been held from
the beginning by the church. This belief in “inspiration” was early.
It is set forth in the canonical books themselves. Paul was conscious
that he wrote “the commandments of the Lord” (I Cor. 14:37); and
Peter included the writings of Paul with “the other Scriptures” (II
Pet. 3:15, 16). Such high regard for apostolic writings would call for
special care in their handling from the very beginning.

2Acts 12:25; 13:1-3; 15:30, 36 etc.

3A concise summary of arguments for T.uke’s association with Antioch is given
by Wm. E Arndt, Bible Commentary The Gospel According To St. Luke in his Intro-
duction, especially pages 2-5.

4Acts 11:25; 13:5; 15:37.

5Acts 13:1-3; 15:32, 40.

6Galatians 2:11.

7See B. H. Streeter’s discussion connecting Matthew with Antioch in The Four
Gospels, A Study of Origins, pp. 500-523.

8Colin H. Roberts points out that “the world into which Christianity was born
was, if not literary, literate to a remarkable degree; in the Near East in the first
century of our era writing was an essential accompaniment of life at almost all
levels to an extent without parallel in living memory. In the New Testament read-
ing is not an unusual accomplishment . . . and reading may be assumed to have
been as general in Palestine as, from the vast quantity of papyri of all kinds and
descriptions, we know it to have been in up-country Egypt at this time.”
Cambridge History of the Bible, Vol. 1 p. 48.
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When matters relating to the provenance of the Byzantine text
are taken into consideration, they appear to further mitigate against
the drastic editing called for by the theory of Westcott and Hort. If,
because of the early existence of K readings, the date for a major
editing of the Byzantine text must be pushed back before A.p.200,
it is difficult to assume Antiochian dependence on other local texts
for the improvement of her own. It might appear more logical to
reason that if Antioch would send anywhere for copies of New Tes-
tament Scriptures in order to purify its own text, it would most
likely send to Ephesus, Galatia, Colosse, Thessalonica, Philippi,
Corinth, and Rome in order to acquire more perfect copies of the
epistles originally sent to those locales.

Another reason for questioning Antioch’s dependence upon
manuscripts whose provenance was Alexandria is the difference of
attitude toward Scripture and its interpretation which existed be-
tween the theological schools of the two cities. Beginning as early as
Theophilus (died before 188) who, as an advocate of the literal in-
terpretation of Scripture, is considered a forerunner of the “School
of Antioch,” Antioch developed a school of literal interpretation
which was almost diametrically opposed to the “School of Alex-
andria” with its principles of allegorical interpretation. This makes
it difficult to believe that Antioch would look to Alexandria for help
in either the carliest period or later when the differences between
the schools became even more marked.



CHAPTER XIII

The Koine Style Of The Byzantine Text-Type

An important consideration has to do with the style of the Byzan-
tine text. This is a more subjective area of judgment, as Kirsopp
Lake acknowledges.! However WH made internal evidence of read-
ings their third main argument for the posteriority of Syrian to
other readings.?

Hort’s oft-quoted description of the characteristics of the Byzan-
tine text is as follows:

The qualities which the authors of the Syrian text seem to have
most desired to impress on it are lucidity and completeness.
They were evidently anxious to remove all stumbling-blocks out
of the way of the ordinary reader, so far as this could be done
without recourse to violent measures. . . . Both in matter and
in diction the Syrian text is conspicuously a full text. It delights
in pronouns, conjunctions, and expletives and supplied links of
all kinds, as well as in more considerable additions. As dis-
tinguished from the bold vigour of the “Western™ scribes, and
the refined scholarship of the Alexandrians, the spirit of its own
corrections is at once sensible and feeble. Entirely blameless on
either literary or religious grounds as regards vulgarised or un-
worthy diction, yet shewing no marks of either critical or spir-

1The Text, p. 67.
2Introduction, pp. 115-119.
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itual insight, it presents the New Testament in a form smooth
and attractive, but appreciably impoverished in sense and force,
more fitted for cursory perusal or recitation than for repeated
and diligent study.3

The Byzantine text does tend to be simple, lucid, full, unpreten-
tious and plain in style. Much of WH’s description is a propos.
However, it should be noted that their description of the “Syrian”
text, with few changes, could also be taken as an acccptable descrip-
tion of the Hellenistic Greek of the first century!

As is now known, the New Testament was written in the Koine or
“common” style of the day. This was not appreciated in the days of
Westcott and Hort as it has come to be since the work of Adolf
Deissmann, J. H. Moulton and A. T. Robertson. WH came to their
study of the New Testament with the background of an “Attic-
trained judgment.”* This, no doubt, was a factor in their being
attracted to X and B, the chief representatives of the Alexandrian
text-type. Where there is variation in the text, the Alexandrian
manuscripts often tend to favor the more brief, precise, and Attic-
like forms of expression.

Though Westcott and Hort resisted the connection of the “Neu-
tral” text with any locale, they acknowledge that it may have been
“preserved” at Alexandria.

That a purer text should be preserved at Alexandria than in any
other church would not in itself be surprising. There, if any-
where, it was to be anticipated that, owing to the proximity cf
an exact grammatical school, a more than usual watchfulncss
over the transcription of the writings of apostles and apostolic
men would be suggested and kept alive . . .5

It now appears that the “exact grammatical school” may have done
more than “preserve” the text at Alexandria.

Kilpatrick notes several areas in which Atticism in the early pe-
riod appears to have introduced changes into the text of the New
Testament. One involved the tendency to eliminate Semitisms:

3Introduction, pp. 134-135.

4Cf. J. N. Birdsall, “The New Testament” (Text), The New Bible Dictionary, ed.
J. D. Douglas (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. Co.), p. 1268.

SIntroduction, p. 127.
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One stylistic consideration can be quickly discerned. If we come
to the New Testament from Classical Greek we soon perceive
that among the distinctive features of the Greek Testament are
idioms which, strictly speaking, are not Greek at all. No Greek
of any period, left to himself, would say or write amokpideis
evmev. In the same way “he answered and said” is not natural
English. . . . Hence we are not surprised when we find that
often where amokpudeis evmrev and the like occur in our Greek
text there are variants designed to mitigate or remove this un-
Greek expression. We may even suspect that sometimes the at-
tempt to improve the language has been successful and that the
more Greek expression is in our text and the original unGreek
wording in our apparatus.

Let us take an example of this. At six places in our texts of
Mark today (9:12,38; 10:20,29; 12:24; 14:29) epm occurs and at
each place in the apparatus there is a variant amokpitdeLs evirev
or its kin. epm is a good Greek word of ancicnt lincage but
it was going out of use in the first century. As we have seen
amokpuels evev is not a Greek expression at all. Have the
scribes changed the good Greek £¢m to the barbarous awo-
kpwews evev or the other way about? If we may assume that
their intention was to improve the evangelist’s Greek rather than
to degrade it, then amokpuders evwev will be original.®

Besides distinguishing between what was Greek and what was not
Greek, there was the temptation to improve or replace “poor”
Greek with what was considered to be good Greek.? Kilpatrick
illustrates by referring to the atticistic tendency to avoid the use of
the “historic” present.

Sometimes Atticism involved mere change in spelling from a
Hellenistic to an Attic form of the same word. Kilpatrick calls at-
tention to the following Attic/Hellenistic spelling variants noted in
the text of Revelation: npwaocdn/mpwaymn, ornproov/aThpiiov,
eppnIM/eppédm, eokooTopnevy/eokoTiopnévy. He then adds that
“similar variations occur in the other New Testament books.8

A striking illustration of early Atticism involving the voice of a

6“Atticism,” p. 126. Some passages in addition to those cited by Kilpatrick and
involving apparcnt cditorial dclction of amokpideis are: Mt. 24:2; 26:63; MKk. 5:9;
7:6; 8:28; 10:5; 11:29,33; 12:17; 13:2,5; 14:20; Lk. 5:22; 14:5; 20:34.

7Cf. Origen’s complaint, p. 118 below.

8“Atticism,” p. 126.
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verb, which was apparently introduced in Alexandria, is found in
the future forms of {aw. In classical Greek writers the future active
is used and the middle is condemned. In later and non-Attic writ-
ers, however, the middle form is found in popular use.® As Kil-
patrick suggests, on this evidence we would expect the New
Testament writers to use {noopaw rather than {now.

John uses the future of {nv six times . . . both active and middle
forms occur in our manuscripts at each occurence as may be
seen from the following table:

Active Middle
5:25 P66:75XBDW f! TAAYAIIEGHSVQOMU f13
6:51 XDLWO PssBCTT'AAEFGHSVQIIMU 1,13
6:57 P75XBC2LTIIO f13 PssWI'AAEGHSVOMY f1 7 1561
6:58 P7SXBCTLAAWEGSVON® fl PssDHI'MU f13 [ 1561
11:25 P4 [rell] (P56:7SRABCDW® etc.)
14:19 P75BLX PssSRQWI'AADAIIEGHSOMUG® 1,13

The evidence of p#>:66:75 makes it quite clear that the variation
is older than A.D. 200.

As the variation came into being in the second century, the
century of Atticism, it is more probable that the evangelist at
the end of the first century used the non-Attic middle which
was later corrected to the Attic active future. That the evangelist
should go out of his way to introduce an Attic form into his
Koine Greek which the second century scribes who were copy-
ing during the period of Atticism then changed to the Koine
form seems most unlikely. We may accordingly regard the mid-
dle future as what the evangelist wrote and the active as an At-
ticist correction of the second century.1©

Kilpatrick gives a breakdown of the principal manuscripts in a
brief chart tabulating the number of times each supports the middle
or the active form in the six passages examined. IIe then remarks:

At once we notice the striking fact that p6 and A and its allies of
the Byzantine text show up much better than the Egyptian wit-
nesses especially p75XBL. It would not surprise us that the in-
fluence of Atticism was strong at Alexandria.!!

9See authority for this, ibid., p. 132.
101 bid.
1]pid., p. 133.
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Following a number of other examples of the influence of At-
ticism on the text, Kilpatrick calls attention to its manifest tendency
to delete pronouns:

Manuscripts vary considerably over the pronouns, especially
avtos. At the same point in the text the pronoun will be present
in some witnesses and absent in others. Two considerations are
in favour of the text with the pronoun. First, the suffixed pro-
nouns of Semitic idiom are much commoner than the pronouns
are in Classical Greek. Secondly, Hellenistic Greek, less terse
and more explicit than Classical Greek, makes more use of the
pronouns than the older language does. If the pronouns are
original in the text, then the return to Attic brevity would en-
courage scribes rigorously to cut down on the generous use of
the pronouns that their texts displayed.!2

By consulting Charts 3 and 41 (page 230), one sees that in the com-
parison of Byzantine and Byzantine-plus alignments the Byzantine
text is observed to supply the pronoun almost one-third more often
than it omits it. In fact the same may be said for most all of its
additions in comparison with its omissions (see tables and charts
2-4). This, in accordance with what has been noticed above, indi-
cates that in respect to Atticism, at least, the Byzantine text has
resisted editing more successfully than has the Alexandrian. As a
part of the conclusion to his article on “Atticism and the Text of the
Greek New Testament,” Kilpatrick makes another statement which
is relevant to this study:

.« . Westeott and Hort may have owed some of their partiality
for XB to the fact that these manuscripts often display a brevity
and an idiom which is akin to the classical Greek on which they
were brought up. In particular this led to a serious underesti-
mate of A and the Syrian text as they called it. We have however
noticed several places where A or the Byzantine manuscript pre-
serve a feature of the Koine where NB give us the Attic equiv-
alent. . . . We must not draw from such an example the
conclusion that A or the Byzantine witnesses are usually right,
but we can conclude that they have a right to be heard and that
at each point the text must be decided impartially on the merits
of the readings involved.!3

12]bid., p. 136.
13]bid.
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Non-biblical sources attest that there was such a simple and plain
style of Greek writing and speaking stemming from the earliest
New Testament times. Such sources as the non-biblical papyri and
the Discourses of Epictetus, the Stoic philosopher, attest this style.
In addition, there is a formal delineation of what the plain style
ought to be, which has been dated at approximately the same time
in which the New Testament was being written. Demetrius, On
Style, names “the plain style” (Tov toxvov kapakTnpos)!4 as one of
four which he describes and discusses. Except for the allusion to
compound words, the following parts of his treatment of this sub-
ject tend to remind one of descriptions of the Koine of the
Hellenistic period and the kind of Greek supposed to characterize
the New Testament:

In the case of the plain style . . . the diction throughout should
be current and familiar. The more familiar an expression is the
homelier it is, while the unusual and metaphorical is elevated.

Compound words should not be admitted (since they are ap-
propriate to the opposite variety of style), nor yet newly-coined
words, nor any other words which contribute to elevation.
Above all, the style should be lucid. Now lucidity involves a
number of things.

First of all it involves the employment of current words, and
next the words bound together. Writing which is wholly dis-
jointed and unconnected is entirely lacking in clearness. . .

. . . this is the style which is compacted and (as it were) consoli-
dated by the conjunctions. . . .

Clear writings should also shun ambiguities and make use of
the figure termed “‘epanalepsis.” “Epanalepsis” is the repetition
of the same particle in the course of a lengthy sentence; .

For the sake of clearness the same word must often be used
twice. Excessive terseness may give grcater pleasurc, but it fails
in clearness. For as men who race past us are sometimes indis-
tinctly seen, so also the meaning of a sentence may, owing to its
hurried movement, be only imperfectly caught.

These are a few remarks, where much could be said, on the
subject of clearness. Clearness must be practiced most of all in
the plain style.!s

14The other three kinds of style treated by Demetrius are the “elevated”
(peyahompetns), the “elegant” (yAagupos), and the “forcible” (dswvos).

15Demetrius On Style, with an English translation by W. Rhys Roberts, The Loeb
Classical Library (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard U. Press, 1953), pp. 419-427.
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In spite of the known existence of such a plain style as set forth by
Demetrius and found in Epictetus, there were those in the early
period of the Church and its writings who scoffed at the plain style
and spoke contemptuously of it as it is found in the Scriptures. One
of these was the pagan Celsus, who sought to refute the Christian
faith in a literary attack penned sometime between A.p. 161-180.
Origen indicates that Celsus ridiculed the Scriptures by holding
them up to unfavorable comparison with the writings of the phi-
losophers in places where there seemed to be some parallel:

For he has quoted a considerable number of passages, chiefly
from Plato, and has placed alongside of these such declarations
of holy Scripture as are fitted to impress even the intelligent
mind; subjoining the assertation, that “thcsc things arc stated
much better among the Greeks (than in the Scriptures). . . .”
Now we maintain, that if it is the object of the ambassadors of
the truth to confer benefits upon the greatest possible number,
and, so far as they can, to win over to its side . . . every one
without exception—intelligent as well as simple—not Greeks
only, but also Barbarians . . . it is manifest that they must adopt
a style of address fitted to do good to all, and to gain over to
them men of every sort. . . .

I have made these remarks in reply to the charges which Cel-
sus and others bring against the simplicity of the language of
Scripture, which appears to be thrown into the shade by the
splendour of polished discourse. For our prophets, and Jesus
Himself, and His apostles, were careful to adopt a style of ad-
dress which should not merely convey the truth, but which
should be fitted to gain over the multitude. . . .16

In the light of' some instances of observed Atticisms in manu-
scripts of the New Testament, which have been shown to have
arisen before the end of the second century, it is tempting to specu-
late as to whether they may owe their rise (at least in part) to the
reaction of Christian scholars to attacks on the grammar, style, and
vocabulary of the new Testament writings.

The consideration of the matter of style and the tendency of the
Alexandrians to exceed the other text-types in Atticising suggests

160rigen Against Celsus, Book VI, chapters 1 and 2, Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. 1V,
p. 573. For estimate of the date of Celsus’ work, see same volume, p. 231.
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that two “rules” of textual criticism be reconsidered: 1) “prefer the
shorter reading,” and 2) “prefer the more difficult reading.” These
two rules are “tailor-made” to favor the more Attistic and less
Koine (plain) type of text. In view of the above, it would seem that
in many instances reversing the rules would lead more directly to
the original text, i.e., “where atticising is suspected, prefer the
longer and/or or the simpler reading.”

There are, no doubt, many occasions where the true or original
text is shorter, and in many instances the true reading may be the
more difficult reading. In the textual criticism of Classical texts the
principles of the “shorter” and “more difficult reading” probably
have greater validity and application. However, in view of the infor-
mation now accumulating on the Alexandrian and Byzantine texts
of the New Testament, it would seem that these two rules ought to
be applied with much greater restraint. The reason for this is that
the simple, full, lucid, yet unpretentious Byzantine reading may
often be the unedited reading. Thus the style (or “internal evidence
of readings™) involved in Byzantine readings may often now be seen
not so much ro condemn as to commend them. This being true,
WH’s third main argument against the usefulness of the Byzantine
text (the argument from internal evidence) is not only taken away,
but actually in certain kinds of readings becomes evidence in its
favor!7 (See note on p. 125).

17For further reading on matters relating to style, cf. other works by Kilpatrick
and J. K. Elliott. “Phrynichus’ Influence on the Textual Traditions of the NT,”
Zeit NT Wiss 63 (1-2, °72) 133-138, The Greek Text of the Epistles to Timothy and
Titus, U. of Utah Press, 1968, pp. 1-12. See also J. M. Ross, “Some Unnoticed
Points in the Text of the New Testament,” Novum Testamentum 25 (1983) 59-72.
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The Conservative Users

The Byzantine text may be unedited in the WH sense because its
users appear conservative in their view of Scripture as compared
with some of those who used the Alexandrian and Western texts.! A
conservative attitude toward the handling of the sacred text existed
very early among the Fathers generally. The attitude of the Anti-
ochians toward Scripture seems to suggest that they were jealous in
the care of it. It will be remembered that the school of Antioch was
the school of “literal” interpretation, while the school in Alexandria
championed the allegorical method. This is not to imply that the
Alexandrian Christians had a low opinion of Scripture. Antioch,
however, had a much narrower and more conservative view of the
canon than Alexandria, if the views of Africanus and Origen in their
exchange of letters can be taken as criteria of their respective
schools. It will be recalled that Africanus took Origen to task for
citing parts of the apocryphal books of the LXX as Scripture, and
that Origen responded by defending the use of the LXX over
against the Hebrew.2

Although the patristic evidence from Antioch is absent for the
earliest period, the earliest Fathers from other areas of the Empire,

1Note: Not a reference to “conservative doctrine,” i.e., in the sense of “Funda-
mentalism” or orthodoxy. Antioch is considered the place where Arius, as a stu-
dent of Lucian, obtained the seeds of his heresy.

2ANF, Vol. 1V, pp. 385-393.
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whose writings have been preserved to us, were aware of and com-
plained about changes which had been made in copies of the Scrip-
tures in their areas. Furthermore, they themselves assigned various
reasons for the corruptions in the text.

Dionysius, Bishop of Corinth, wrote an epistle (ca. A.D. 168-176)
to the church at Rome (from which extracts are quoted by Eu-
sebius). In one of the passages he spoke of the fact that the text of
his own letters was tampered with—and not only so but some indi-
viduals had presumed to edit the “Lordly Scriptures as well.”

For when the brethren desired me to write epistles, I did so.
And these the apostles of the devil have filled with tares, cutting
out some things and adding others: for whom the woe is re-
served. It Is nol warvelous, therefore, if some have sct them-
selves to tamper with the Dominical [Tov kvplakov . . .
ypagwr] Scriptures as well, since they have also laid their de-
signs against writings that do not class as such.3

Not much later than this, Irenaeus (fl. 178), in refuting the Val-
entinians, had occasion to remark on their change of the tense of a
verb in the Scripture. He derides this impiety by pointing out that
through such tampering they exalt themselves above the Apostles.

. . . “No man knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither know-
eth any man the Father, save the Son, and he to whom the Son
was willed to reveal [Him].” Thus hath Matthew set it down,
and Luke in like manner, and Mark the very same; for John
omits this passage. They, however, who would be wiser than the
apostles, write [the verse] in the following manner: “No man
knew the Father, but the Son . . .” and they explain it as if the
true God were known to none prior to our Lord’s advent; and
that God who was announced by the prophets, they allege not to
be the Father of Christ (Aguinst Heresies,iv-6-1).4

3Hugh Jackson Lawlor and J.E.L. Oulton (trans.), Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea,
the Ecclesiastical History and the Martyrs of Palestine (London: Society for Promot-
ing Christian Knowledge, n.d.), IV. 23, p. 130.

4ANF, Vol. 1, pp. 467-468. In passing, it may be of interest to note that
Irenaeus, in his reference to Mark (in the above quotation), preserves an instance
of assimilation (or harmonization) which was present in the text which he used, for
this passage is not now found in extant manuscripts of Mark’s Gospel.
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Tertullian, the early North-African Father (c. 160-200) took up
the Marcion and Valentinian heresies, dealing with them at length
in his “Prescription Against Heretics.” He discouraged the use of
Scripture with heretics because they do not use, but only abuse,
Scripture. There is therefore no common ground between them and
the Christian. He said they abuse Scripture by the rejection of parts
or through changing by diminishing or adding and also by false
interpretation. He charged the Marcionites of being especially
guilty of textual corruption and the Valentinians with using per-
verse interpretation, though “they also have added and taken away.”
He argues that the genuine text is in the hands of the catholic
churches because their text is older than that of the heretics. He
maintains that the late date of the changed manuscripts proves their
forgery. Tertullian also claims that the authority of the churches
supports the traditions of the Apostles. Truth must precede forgery
and proceed straight from those by whom it is handed on.>

Near the end of the second century Clement of Alexandria
(fl. 194) complained of those who tamper with (or metaphrase) the
Gospels for their own sinister ends (Stromata, IV. 6), and he gave
one specimen of their evil work in this regard.® Scrivener cites Tre-
gelles as pertinently remarking that “Clement in the very act of
censuring others, subjoins the close of Matt. v. 9 to v. 10, and
elsewhere himself ventures on liberties no less extravagant . . .”7 It
must be pointed out, however, that there is an important difference.
Clement’s complaint is primarily concerned with the Gospels as
transcribed records. As is well known, he himself does not custom-
arily use percise or literal citation when he quotes or alludes to
Scripture. But this is far different from the thing which he is con-
demning, namely tampering with the transcribed text! The point to
be especially noted here, however, is that Clement who lived in Al-
exandria has knowledge of such liberties being taken with the text,
which the Alexandrian scribes were supposed to be transcribing un-
changed.

Origen’s active ministry began with the opening of the third cen-
" tury. He was born about A.D. 185 and became teacher in the cate-

-

5See ANF, V. pp. 257, 261, 262, 347-351, 594, 653.
6Cf. Scrivener’s Introduction. I1. p. 262 footnote.
7Ibid.
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chetical school at Alexandria while still in his teens. In his
commentaries Origen frequently dealt with the problem of variant
readings which appear in the manuscripts available to him. He used
language in describing the state of the text which would seem strong
if used of the present state of the text some seventeen centuries later.
In one place he says:

Had it not been for the diversities of copies in all the Gospels on
other points—katL €L eV W) KoL TEPL AAN@Y TOA®Y 3La-
emvLa MY TPOS aAAmAa Ty avtvypagwv—he should not have
ventured to object to the authenticity of a certain passage (Matt.
19:19) on internal grounds: vuvi 8¢ dmAovTL WOANT YeyoveY 1
TOV QVTLYPOPWY JLOPOPr, ELTE QATO PAVUULAS TLVOV
YPULPEWY, ELTE QTO TOWMS TLWOV KoxUmpas Tns Oi-
0pUWOEWS TWV YPOPOVRLEVWY, ELTE KOL QUTTO TV TO EQUTOLS
Sokovvta £V TN SLop@TEL TPOTTLIEVTOY 1 ALQALPOVITOV
(Com. on Matt., Tom. iii. p. 671, De la Rue). “But now,” saith
he, “great in truth has become the diversity of copies, be it from
the negligence of certain scribes, or from the evil daring of some
who correct what is written, or from those who in correcting
add or take away what they think fit.”8

Origen seems to assign variants to one or another of three principal
causes: 1) the negligence of some scribes, 2) correction with evil
intent (i.e., to promote heresy), or 3) correction with a view to im-
proving the text’s grammar or content on the basis of conjectural
additions or omissions (“what they think fit.”).

Eusebius cites an anonymous work, purportedly against the
heresy of Artemon,”? which was written ca. 230 and sheds further
light on the corruption of manuscripts by heretics.

They have tampered with the divine Scriptures without fear;
they have sct aside the rule of the primitive faith; they have not
known Christ. For they seek not for what the divine Scriptures
declare, but laboriously set themselves to find a form of syl-
logism which may support their godlessness. And if one puts
before them a text of divine Scripture, they try whether a con
junctive or disjunctive form of syllogism can be made out of it.

8Scrivener, Introduction, p. 265.
9Cf. Lawlor and Oulton’s note Vol. II, p. 189.
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And deserting the holy Scriptures of God, they pursue the study
of geometry, since they are of the earth and speak and know not
him that cometh from above. Thus, to study Euclid is for some of
them a labour of love; Aristotle and Theophrastus are admired;
aye, Galen in like manner by some is even worshiped. But that
those who use to the full the arts of unbelievers to establish their
heretical opinions, and corrupt the simple faith of the divine
Scriptures with the craftiness of godless men—what need is
there even to say that such are nowhere near the faith? There-
fore they laid hands fearlessly on the divine Scriptures, saying
that they had corrected them. And whosoever desires can find
out that in saying this I do not falsely accuse them. For anyone
who will collect their several copies together and compare them,
one with another, will discover marked discrepancies. For in-
stance, Asclepiades’ copies do not agree with those of The-
odotus and you may get possession of many of them, because
their disciples have vied in copying their several corrections (as
they call them), that is, disfigurements. And, again, those of
Hermophilus are not in accordance with the first-named. Aye,
and those of Apolloniades do not even agree among themselves.
For you may compare the copies they made at an earlier date
with those they again altered later, and find great divergence.
Nor is it likely that they themselves are ignorant of the audacity
of this offence. For either they do not believe that the divine
Scriptures were spoken by the Holy Spirit, and, therefore, are
unbelievers; or they consider themselves wiser than the Holy
Spirit, and what is that but devil possession? For they cannot
deny that the audacious act is their own, since the copies have
been written in their own hand; and since they received no such
Scriptures from their instructors, they are unable to show any
copies whence they transcribed them. But some of them dis-
dained even to falsify them, and absolutely denied the law and
the prophets. Thus under the cover of 4 lawless and impious
teaching they have sunk down to the lowest depths of perdi-
tion. 10

This lengthy but interesting quotation contains several things
which are related to the subject at hand. 1) The high view of Scrip-
ture and its inspiration is inescapable. 2) Inspiration is made a test
of faith. He calls “unbelievers” those who do not hold that the “di-

10Ecc. Hist. V. 28. 13-19, Lawlor & Oulton, pp. 173-174.
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vine Scriptures were spoken by the Holy Spirit.” Along with this is
the implication that lack of such belief in inspiration could account
for disrespectful freedom in tampering with the text. The presump-
tion to emend the text in favor of their theories he calls demon
possession. 3) That boldness in correcting is condemned in such
strong terms suggests that at the time and locale of this writer, the
orthodox did not exercise freedom in this direction. 4) The charac-
teristic handwriting and perhaps certain other external features in
manuscripts seem to have been the means to identify the scribe or
scriptorium. 5) The comment concerning the inability of the here-
tics to show the source of their manuscript traditions seems to indi-
cate that there was an accepted or common procedure making it
possible to vouch for the ancestry of current or local copies. Evi-
dently, in some areas some kind of access or appeal was commonly
available in order to trace the source of the texts which were used by
the orthodox in order that the background of questioned readings
could be “double-checked.” ‘I'he heretics were unable to produce
or indicate the parent manuscripts from whence they had derived
the authority for the peculiar readings of their manuscripts. This
was further proof that the “corrections” were actually their own
personal innovations.

Note how these quotes, bridging the close of the second and
the beginning of the third centuries, reflect an opposition to emen-
dation of the Scriptures for any reason. Other citations could be
made from the Fathers, but these are sufficient to show that they
recognized the problem of early variation and, as far as the variant
readings are concerned, they had definite ideas as to the causes that
gave rise to them. While scribal blunders were recognized by them
as one cause of variation, the strongest and most pointed state-
ments, hy the Fathers, are in connection with the changes intro-
duced by heretics.1! In addition to these, some of them also called
attention to changes which were introduced by some who felt the
need of “improving” the text either in the way of style, grammar, or
doctrine. The main point in this chapter, however, is that these early
Fathers (from the last half of the second century on) are voicing
strong disapproval of any tampering with the text of Scripture.

11Note: Westcott & Hort’s insistence that the text of the New Testament was not
altered in any material respect from doctrinal motives was made in face of the fact

that this was one of the primary reasons given by the early Fathers for changes in
the text.
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They thus appear to reflect the highly conservative attitude toward
the text of Scripture which prevailed generally.

It is no doubt true that the scribes at Antioch polished and
worked with their local text to some degree. This would be true
especially in the early period if the locale of Antioch developed a
diversity of local differences similar to the situation in second-
century Alexandria as is reflected in the papyri from Egypt. It
seems unlikely, however, that Antioch, so litcral in the intcrpreta-
tion of the Scriptures, would undertake or sponsor such a radical
re-working of the text as is condemned by the above writers or what
is called for by the theory of WH.

This high regard for the Scriptures, on the part of the early
Fathers, may have worked toward a more careful handling of the K-
text than has generally been acknowledged. In fact, it is the convic-
tion of some textual critics that the editing of the Byzantine text
actually appears to have been less drastic than that which is found in
the other main text-types. This, at least, became the considered
opinion of Jose M. Bover. Bover, in making a special study of the
codices which support each variant, came to the following con-
clusions concerning kinds of alterations which characterize the vari-
ous text-types:

The important or serious deviations are found in the Alex-
andrians and the Westerns, the slight ones in the Anti-
ochians. . . . In profound modifications the Alexandrians and
the Westerns are to be suspected, in additions principally the
Westerns, in slight changes or retouches the Antiochians . . .
BS [X]D manage the axe or the scalpel, the Antiochians, the file
or varnish.12

Hoskier also raises the question as to which text is responsible for
the greatest revising. His answer is that “the XB group should be
given the palm. Otherwise we cannot explain the facts.”!3

12Jose M. Bover, “Un Caso Tipico de Critica Textual,” XV Semana Biblica Es-
panola (Madrid: C.S.1.C., 1955), pp. 221-226. Translated by Janeway in An Inves-
tigation, p. 417.

13Codex B, p. iv. See his further statement on his conclusions in this regard
pp. iv and v. Compare also C. C. Tarelli’s remarks concerning the reduction “of the
amount of that text [i.e., Byzantine] which can possibly be the result of an eclectic
Antiochian recension and even suggest a doubt whether current theories as to its
nature and origin furnish the best possible explanations. . . .” “Chester Beatty
Papyri and the Caesarean Text,” ¥TS, XL, January 1939, (compare above p. 58).
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The Silent History

History is completely silent with regard to any revision of the By-
zantine text. The evidence now seems to indicate that deliberate
changes which have been preserved in major groups of witnesses
antedate the year 200. The church resisted changes in the text after
this date.!

Johann Leonhard Hug had postulated three recensions in the
third century: one by Origen in Palestine, onc by Hesychius in
Egypt, and another by Lucian at Antioch.?2 WH rejected certain
aspects of Hug’s theory (especially an Hesychian recension includ-
ing NB, which they considered neutral) and rescrved the full-
fledged recension concept for the “Syrian” text, which they felt
might have been created by Lucian. Von Soden, rejecting WH’s
“neutral” text, revived the three recension theory. He theorized that
there had been a recension in Jerusalem by Eusebius and Pam-
philius, another in Egypt by Hesychius, and the third in Antioch by
Lucian. He dubbed these the I (iota for Jerusalem), H (eta for
Hesychius), and K (kappa for the Koine or “common” text, Lu-
cian’s recension) which finally prevailed over all the others and be-
came the Byzantine text.3

1Note: See Vogels and Kilpatrick above, pp. 94, 97.
2See Metzger, The Text, p. 123.
3Ibid., p. 141.
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In his article “The Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible,”’4
Bruce Metzger gives some credence to the theory that the Byzantine
text is derived from an editorial effort by Lucian of Antioch.
However, when Metzger summarizes the evidence for Lucian’s tex-
tual work, he appears to concede that the connection between it and
the Byzantine text is somewhat nebulous. Because of the paucity of
historical allusions, information on Lucian’s recension is restricted
to “the manuscripts which have been thought to contain” it [italics
added].

We are told nothing as to the amount of revision which he un-
dertook in either Old or New Testament text, the nature of the
manuscripts which he consulted, the relation of his work to the
Hexapla, and other similar matters. For information bearing on
such problems, we must turn to the manuscripts which have
been thought to contain the Lucian recension.?

J. N. Birdsall, in an article “Texts and Versions; the New Testa-
ment,” also seems to feel that there was some attempt at recensional
activity in Antioch, but he says that “it is a curiosity of history that
little direct evidence of this is to be found.”¢

Merrill M. Parvis makes a strong statement in regard to the his-
torical record of a recension involving the Byzantine or any other
text-types. In his article, “New Testament Text,” he says:

As far as is known, during the mMs period no rigid control ever
was exercised over the copying of Mss, nor was an official revi-
sion ever made in any great ecclesiastical center.”

By way of contrast, the well-known reaction which developed
over the revision of the Old Latin text(s) by Jerome may be recalled.
There are abundant and varied witnesses to the editing process
which resulted in the Latin Vulgate.® But in the case of the Byzan-

4Chapters, pp. 1-41.

5Chapters, pp. 6-7.

6The New Bible Dictionary, ed. J. D. Douglas (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1962), p. 1269.

7The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, Vol. IV (New York: Abingdon Press,
1962), p. 599.

8[1lustrative of this is the exchange of letters by Origen and Jerome concerning
various aspects of Jerome’s translation work.
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tine text—silence. The lines of evidence referred to above would
seem to require that any editing process, or recension which in-
volved the Byzantine text, must be pushed back to a time similar to
that which appears to be the probable date for the Alexandrian “re-
cension;” that is, back before the year A.p 200, before the time that
p% and p75 were copied.

E. C. Colwell asserts that “the Greek Vulgate—The Byzantine or
Alpha text-type—had in its origin no such single focus as the Latin
had in Jerome.”? It may well be that Lucian undertook such a proj-
ect in the third or fourth century, but if he did, his “recension” of
the New Testament does not seem to have taken hold any better
than the changes by Origen mentioned above (pp. 96-97); that is,
they did not affect the manuscripts of the Antiochian text-type.
Furthermote, if the thesis of Vogels and Kilpatrick is correct in the
restriction of most deliberate alteration of the Greek text to the pe-
riod before A.D. 200, (cf. above pp. 92-97) then Lucian, who fol-
lows Origen in time (died c. 312), could hardly have been able to
make the wide-ranging changes in the Antiochian text as is required
by the theory of WH. Colwell calls attention to the fact that

. . . different scholars exempt a specific text-type from a date-
of-origin. Hort’s assumption (now held to be invalid) that the
Neutral text-type was an unedited preservation of the original
placed its origin at the beginning. The counterblast of early
twentieth-century champions of the Western text type claimed
it to be primitive and unedited, hence as “original” in date as
Hort’s claim made the Neutral. Everyone has since the days of
Hort admitted the existence of a date-of-origin for his Syrian
text, also called the Byzantine text type or the Koine.

The first action required by the new evidence is to split the
fourth-century date for the origin of the text types in half and to
push the halves apart.

All the text types began earlier than we had assumed. 10

This realization should now be taken into account in regard to the
Byzantine as well as in regard to the other text-types.
While the Byzantine text has evolved in two or three forms and

9“The Origin of Text types,” p. 137.
10]bid., p. 130.
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has gone through several stages (indicated by von Soden’s Kappa
groups), nevertheless it has maintained a high degree of homoge-
neity. It has not undergone an extensive cross-fertilization from the
other text-types. Therefore in places of variation, when the major-
ity of K groups agree in attesting a reading, it should be recognized
that the Byzantine witnesses (in each such instance) are displaying
the weight of an independent text-type whose witness carries all the
way back into the second century.

It may seem incongruous to reject one argument from silence
(testimony of the Fathers as used by WH), then turn right around
and appeal to another (i.e. the silence of history in regard to a “Syr-
ian” recension). The silence of the Fathers, in attesting K readings,
was the main external evidence of WH and followers for the non-
early existence of such readings. It was claimed that early non-
Syrian Fathers never cited the Scripture in the form used later at
Antioch; and that Chrysostom was the first Antiochian Father to
use it. The silent history, in attesting such a recension as postulated

On some of the editorial procedures followed by the critics of the Alexandrian

School see:

Butcher, S. H. Harvard Lectures on Greek Subjects. New York: The Macmillan
Company (1904), pp. 211-215.

Farmer, William R. The Last Twelve Verses of Mark. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press (1974), pp. 13-22.

Grube, G. M. A. The Greek and Roman Cities. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press (1965), pp. 122-132.

Hadas, Moses. Ancilla to Classical Reading. New York: Columbia University Press
(1954). He gives an illustration of Alexandrian sensitivity to plagarism or what
appears to be “borrowed” material in an author by relating an incident involving
Aristophanes, the great Alexandrian scholar, critic and librarian, pp. 54, 55.

Pfeiffer, Rudolph. History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of
the Hellemstic Age. Oxford: Clarendon Press (1968).

Sandys, Sir John Edwin. A History of Classical Scholarship, Vol. 1. New York:
Hafner Publishing Company (1958). (pp. 104-144 on “The School of Alex-
andria”; pp. 309-333 on “Greek Scholarship in the Second Century”)

Valk, M. van der. Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad (2 vols.) Part I
(1963), Part IT (1964). Leiden: E. J. Brill. Especially Part 11, where he sets forth
the extensive changes of the Alexandrian critics based on a variety of reasons,
and maintains that by and large the “vulgate” text is superior to the Alex-
andrian! Cf. chapter X, pp. 1-83 on Zenodotus, especially pp. 34-40 and all
through Part I1. Cf. statement (p. 609) that “the koine” has preserved the au-
thentic text. . . .” (Cf. also the “Epilogue,” pp. 642, 643.)
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by Hort, was the main external evidence (of Burgon and his fol-
lowers) that such a recension in reality never took place.

Are both arguments equally invalid because they are from si-
lence? Actually, the two seem quite different in their validity. WH’s
argument from the silence of the Fathers was considered invalid for
two reasons: 1) the silence is explainable. It is what one would ex-
pect: the Fathers are expected to support their own local texts. And
2) the silence is not complete: the early non-Syrian Fathers do occa-
sionally support K readings.

However, the silent history, in regard to a recension in the fourth
century, is considered a more valid argument from silence because
of two opposite reasons: 1) The silence is inexplicable: it is not what
one would expect. It seems logical that there should be as great or
greater reaction to the replacement of a people’s whole Greek New
Testament (the original language) than there was to Jerome’s revi-
sion of the Old Latin (a translation). And 2) the silence is complete:
therc is not a shred of historical cvidence that such a rccension was
made and then superceded the previous local text(s) of the Anti-
ochian area. And these two things appear incredible if such a recen-
sion actually took place!



CHAPTER XVI

Summary Of Section B

In the light of the evidence, the Byzantine text should not be
thought of as edited in the WH sense. The “proofs” by which WH
defended their theory now appear untenable. As found in Section
A, Byzantine readings are demonstrated early in the case of papyri-
supported Byzantine readings. The lack of testimony to the Byzan-
tine text-type on the part of early Fathers is neither complete nor
decisive as WH had claimed. The invalidity of WH’s silence-of-the-
Fathers argument is evident from the discovery of non-patristic-
supported Byzantine readings in the early papyri. Furthermore,
that the longer or conflate readings are unble to prove WH’s theory
of Syrian editing is apparent for two reasons: first, because this type
of reading also has been shown by the papyri to go back into the
second century, and second, because such readings are found in
other text-types, including the Alexandrian.

Besides the failure of the WH proofs for the secondary nature of
the Koine text, there are positive reasons for considering that the
Antiochian text has not undergone the radical re-editing called for
by their theory. The significant provenance of the “Syrian” text-
type (the ancient missionary church at Antioch) raises further
doubts about its dependence on Egyptian and Western parts of the
Empire for editorial source material. The style of the Byzantine text
(WH’s third argument) need not always be interpreted as
“smoothed-up” but is appropriate to what would normally be ex-
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pected of authors with a Semitic background writing for broad pub-
lic consumption in the common language of the day. It is neither
artificial nor stilted; it tends to avoid the “Atticisms” of the Alex-
andrian text on the one hand and the free handling of the text by the
Westerns on the other. It appears to reflect a conservative attitude
on the part of the School of Antioch in exercising restraint in mat-
ters concerning the text of the Scriptures. Finally, the history which
records that Origen worked with the Hexapla and Lucian with the
LXX and Jerome with the Latin is strangely silent concerning such
a formal recension, as conjectured by WH, for the New Testament.
In addition, it may be noted that some of those working in the
vanguard of textual-criticism are saying that the evidence suggests
that deliberate alteration, which has been preserved in the text-
Lypes, was restricted to a period prior to the year A.p. 200.

In view of these matters, it does not seem too much to affirm that
the Byzantine text did not originate through the mixture of anteced-
ent Alexandrian and Western texts as conjectured by WH, but that
it is an independent witness to the second-century tradition of its
locale. The Byzantine, no doubt, has undergone editorial treat-
ment, as have the other text-types, but such editing was early (prior
to A.D. 200 as in the case of Alexandria) and proceeded along dif-
ferent lines than that characterizing the Alexandrian and Western
Lexts.



Conclusion

Westcott and Hort reasoned that the Byzantine text was made
through an editorial process by using previously existing Western
and Alexandrian texts. They argued that because the “Syrian” text
was late, edited, and therefore secondary in origin, it should not be
used as evidence in textual criticism of the New Testament.

Burgon and Hills, on the other hand, sought to controvert the
WH theory by maintaining that the Byzantine text was the provi-
dentially preserved text; for this reason the Byzantine text was not
secondary but primary. They referred to it as the “Traditional” text,
the one which has descended in unbroken procession from the orig-
inal because it was preserved by God’s special care. In their opinion,
the peculiar evidence for the primacy of the Byzantine text is its
overwhelming superiority in numbers. For Burgon and Hills, the
Alexandrian and Western texts are corruptions of the “Traditional”
text and are therefore untrustworthy for the recovery of the orig-
inal.

The thesis that the Byzantine text is primary was examined and
felt to be unacceptable because its main argument rests on what
appears to be a mis-use of the doctrine of God’s providence. It thus
excludes from use other types of text which, in the providence of
God, have also been preserved.

The thesis that the Byzantine text is late, textually mixed, and
therefore wholly secondary in form, though it had been supported
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by the apparently imposing arguments of conflate readings, pa-
tristic silence, and an appeal to intrinsic character, is now inade-
quate to account for the data which have accumulated since the days
of Westcott and Hort.

Contrary to what WH held, distinctively Byzantine readings of
every kind have been shown to be early. They have been shown to be
early by evidence which is more certain than citation by early Fa-
thers. The argument from conflation was found to be inadequate,
not only because it is now known that such readings are early, but
also because it is now realized that this type of reading is not con-
fined to the Byzantine text. It is found in others also, including the
Alexandrian. Finally, now that more is known about the language
milieu of the New Testament, its Semitisms and Koine style are no
longer evidences for editing as they seemed to be in the days of
WH.

If the culminative force of the evidence presented sufficiently jus-
tifies the two affirmations: 1) the Byzantine readings are early, and
2) the Byzantine text is unedited in the WH sense, then the con-
clusion which follows logically is that while the Byzantine text is
neither primary nor secondary, it is independent. That is to say,
since it is not made from the Alexandrian and Western texts, it is
not dependent upon them in its attestation of early readings. There-
fore, it constitutes an additional, genealogically unrelated witness to
second-century readings, along with the Western and Alexandrian
text-types. Since it is not the only type of text whose testimony
recedes into the obscurity of the second century, it cannot be
treated as “primary.” However, if it is not “secondary” but “inde-
pendent” in its attestation to early readings, it appears reasonable to
conclude that the Byzantine text should be given equal weight,
along with the Alexandrian and “Western” texts, in evaluating ex-
ternal evidence for readings.
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Suggested Synopsis Of The History Of The Text

Autographs

100 100

—Good copies to first churches in major locales.

—Early church has rapid growth in all main areas.

—New congregations naturally look to “mother church” in
area for copies of NT Scriptures.

—Copies multiply.

—Varying forces and scribal tendencies give rise to distinctive
variation(s) in each locale.

—Apologists inveigh against heretics and against their mishan-
dling of the text of Scripture.

—Attitude of the church stiffens against changes of any kiud.

—Local text-types crystallize.

200 i i j — 200

Western Antiochian “Caesarean” Alexandrian
(Byzantine)

In places of variation, each text-type, where supported by a con-
census of its leading witnesses, is independently preserved from the
end of the second century.

Individual readings supported by a concensus of the major text-
types should be considered as 1) heavily attested by external evi-
dence and 2) preserved from very early in the second century.
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Introduction to the Lists

Arrangement of the readings in the lists

In List 1, the first reading after each New Testament reference is
the distinctively Byzantine reading supported by the papyrus. Im-
mediately under this the reading of the Alexandrian text-type is
found, and it is usually followed by WH. If there are but two rcad-
ings (the Byzantine and the alternative), the second reading will also
be supported by the Western witnesses (e.g., Mark 6:2). If the pas-
sage divides three or more ways, other readings are listed nnder the
Alexandrian. If the Western is distinct from the Alexandrian it will
be usually found in the third position (e.g., Mark 5:42), and any
others will be listed below it (e.g., Matt. 26:22). Occasionally, what
might be termed a “Caesarean” as distinct from the Western and
Alexandrian readings may be found, and it is usually placed below
the Western (e.g., Mark 6:45). This arrangement, however, is not
rigidly observed. While the papyrus supported Byzantine is always
listed first, occasionally the other readings will be arranged dif-
ferently because of certain patterns of differences or simiilarities
between the variants.

In the other lists a similar procedure is followed, with the main
difterence being the various combinations into which the leading
Byzantine reading enters.

Sigla used in the lists

The following sigla are used consistently throughout the lists.
Parenthescs around a papyrus or manuscript symbol, e.g., (p37) in
Matthew 26:22, has the same force as vid or videtur, i.e., that there
is some uncertainty about the reading of the manuscript but this is
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what it appears to read. Parentheses ( ) around a Church Father,
e.g.,(Or) . .. (Or) in Luke 6:28, signifies that the Father uses this
reading in some of his quotations, but in other quotation(s) of the
same passage he supports another reading. Elsewhere it is used to
indicate something parenthetical. Square brackets [ ] indicate a la-
cuna at the particular place in the manuscript, e.g., Luke 6:39,
where [p7] is found for both readings, indicating that the papyrus
could have read either way at that point as far as can be told from
the photographic facsimile. The reason for including it in this way is
to show that the papyrus was consulted for the reading.

Tischendorf’s sigla, unc?, stands for the Byzantine manuscripts
EFGHKMSUYV (see for example, Mark 5:42; and Matt. 26:22,
where it is unc®, M being found with the third reading listed).!

The sigla \ and ¢ as in the German Nestle apparatus? stand for
family I and family 13, the lake and Ferrar families, respectively. K
= the Koine text-type, von Soden’s Kappa groups. H = the
Hesychian, Egyptian, or Beta text-type. ¢ = the reading of Step-
hanus (The Textus Receptus). WH signifies that Westcott and
Hort’s Greek Testament follows the particular reading. [WH] indi-
cates Westcott and Hort with some doubt about the reading. WH™s
is the reading WH place in the margin.

Besides these, the sigla in the lists are taken over from the various
apparatuses with no rigorous effort to shape them into one consis-
tent system. For this reason the abbreviations, particularly for some
of the versions and some of the Fathers, will vary. In addition it
should be added that in some places Tischendorf’s numbering of

1That unc® = EFGHKMSUYV seems evident by comparing Tischendorf’s
Eighth Ed., Vol. III, pages 401, 406, and 408 where Tischendorf lists these and
compares and adds a few others to them, but they are the main basis of his “com-
paring” group. Then, in such a passage as Luke 10:40 (Vol. 1, p. 560), where he
cites unc’ it may be noted that nonc of the other regular members of this group are
cited among those uncials agreeing with unc’ but four of them (FSUV) are cited
with the opposing reading. Compare also Luke 10:41 where, along with uncials
listed for each reading, unc® is listed with the alternative reading and none of the
group (EFGHKMSUV) is listed separately. When a reduced number of the uncials
is given, e.g., uncs etc., it may usually be inferred that the members of the regular
group of unc® (EFGHKMSUYV) are supporting the reading with which it is cited
minus those members which follow the other reading(s) or which are manuscripts
which have a lacuna at that point.

2Cf. introduction to 25th edition, p. 69.
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minuscules has not been changed to Gregory numbers. However,
care has been taken to endeavor not to overlap attestation by the use
of varying sigla so as to double the attestation of one witness for the
same reading.

Attestation of support for readings

a. Order or arrangement. Immediately after each reading, the
witnesses for this reading are listed in the following order: papyri
that support the reading are placed first. Following this come uncial
manuscripts in alphabetical order in accordance with their par-
ticular alphabet. X is listed first if it supports the reading. After
Aleph, the uncial manuscripts with Latin letter designations, then
those of the Greek. Following this, any further uncial manuscripts
to be listed are given in numerical order, their designated numbers
beginning with zero.

Where any collective symbols are to be used for the uncials, as
Tischendorf’s “unc?®,” they follow the uncial listings. Minuscule at-
testation follows the uncials: if family 1 (\) and/or 13 (¢) supports
the reading, this is listed first, after which the minuscule manu-
scripts are listed in numerical order. Following the listing of the
Greek manuscripts, the abbreviation indicating the proportionate
number of remaining Greek manuscripts is given (pc al pm pl rell).
An effort has been made to use these with the relative force set forth
in the introduction to the English Nestle text (2nd ed), page ix.

Following the Greek manuscripts, the testimony of the versions,
earlier and later, is given. After the versional evidence, patristic evi-
-dence is set forth, the Fathers being indicated by abbreviations be-
ginning with a capital letter, the earlier ones usually cited first.
Following the Fathers, von Soden’s symbols are given: K for Koine,
and H for the Hesychian. If the reading is in Stephanus, then s is
added at this point. A semicolon (;) separates the manuscript evi-
dence from “WH,” “WH” indicating modern editorial judgment.

b. Completeness of attestation. As far as the completeness of re-
corded witnesses is concerned, all the available evidence that has
been found for each reading has been included after that reading.
No evidence gathered has been knowingly excluded.

c. Sources. The chief sources that were used for finding the pa-
pyri agreements are mentioned below. The rest of the manuscript
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attestation was gleaned chiefly from the critical apparatuses of
Greek Testaments,3 of which, Tischendorf, von Soden, and the two
Nestle texts were the more freqently consulted.

The papyri cited in support of Byzantine readings

All the papyri cited are listed as third century with the exception
of p* and p®6, which are dated about A.p. 200; p75 is also dated
early in the third century, not much later than p%; and three others,
p13, p37, and p72, which are third and early fourth century in date.
Of these last three the one which is of some length is p72, containing
Jude and I and II Peter. The papryi range, then, from approx-
imately fifty (minimum in case of p72) to one hundred and fifty
(maximum in cases of p*6, p66, p75?) years older than the great un-
cial manuscripts of Aleph and B.4

The citation of papyri numbers p#>, p46, p47, p%6, p72  and p75
were all made from facsimiles and/or printed texts of the Chester
Beatty and Bodmer series of papyri.> The rest of the papyrus cita-
tions are for the most part taken from apparatuses chielly (rom the

3Jose M. Bover, Novi Testamenti Biblia Graeca Et Latina (Madrid: Talleres
Graficos Montana, 1959); H KAINH AIAOHKH (2nd ed.; London: n.n., 1958);
S. C. E. Legg, Novum Testamentum Graece Secundum Textum Wescotto-Hortianum
Evangelium Secundum Marcu, Oxonii: E Typgrapheo Clarendoniano, 1935); and
Evangelium Secundum (Matthaeum, Oxonii: E Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1940);
Augustinus Merk, Novum Testamentum Graece Et Latine (Editio Octava, Rome:
Sumptibus Pontificii Biblici, 1957); Eberhard Nestle, Novum Testamentum Graece,
eds. Erwin Nestle and Kurt Aland (25th auflage; Stuttgart: Wurttembergische
Bibelanstalt, 1963); Hermann Freiherr von Soden, Die Schriften des Neuen Testa-
ments (Text und apparat; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Rurecht, 1913); Alexander
Souter, Novum Testamentum Graeca (LLondon: Oxonii, 1953); Constantine Tischen-
dorf, Novum Testamentum Graece (3 vols.; editio octava critica major; Lisae:
Gicsccke & Derient, 1869); Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Novum Testamentum Graece Et
Latine (Editio Quarta: Friburgi, Brisgoveae—Barcionone: Herder, 1955).

4See Kurt Aland’s Kurzgefasste Liste der griechishen Handschriften des Neuen Tes-
taments, 1. (Gesamtubersicht, Berlin: Walter De Gruyter & Co., 1963) wherein are
listed all the manuscripts (papyri, uncials, minuscules and lectionaries) of the New
Testament together with their contents, age, material, other characteristics, and
location. The dates for the papyri given above were taken from Aland’s Liste.

5Frederic G. Kenyon, The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri Descriptions and Texts of
Twelve Manuscripts on Papyrus of the Greek Bible, Fasciculus I, General Introduc-
tion (London: Emery Walker Limited, 1933); Fasciculus II, The Gospels and
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two Nestle texts. Of these the German Nestle, though quite in-
complete, was the more fruitful source of readings.

Distinctive readings

a. Identification of distinctively Byzantine readings. Briefly
stated, distinctively Byzantine readings are those which are sup-
ported by the mass of the later manuscripts but are not attested by
the best representatives of the Alexandrian and the Western texts.
In the section on the “Identification and rejection of Syrian read-
ings” WH work up to this in the following way, Hort says:

The first point is to decide with respect to each reading is
whether it is Pre-Syrian or not. If it is attested by the bulk of the
later Greek MSS, but not by any of the uncials RBCDLPQRTZ
(A in Mark) E (also 33) in the Gospels (the smaller fragments we
pass over here), RABCDE? (also 13 61) in Acts, RABC (also 13)
in the Catholic Epistles, or RABCD2G3 (also 17 67**) in the
Pauline Epistles, and not by any Latin authority (except the
latest forms of Old Latin), the Old or the Jerusalem Syriac, or
either Egyptian version, and not by any certain quotation of a
Father earlier than 250, there is the strongest possible presump-
tion that it is distinctively Syrian, and therefore, on the grounds
already explained (#158), to be rejected at once as proved to
have a relatively late origin. . . .

Acts, Text, 1933; Fasc. II, The Gospels and Acts, Plates 1934; Fasc. III, Pauline
Epistles and Revelation, Text, 1934; Fasc. III Supplement, Pauline Epistles, Text,
1936; Fasc. III Revelation, Plates, 1936; Fasc. III Supplement Pauline Epistles,
Plates, 1937.

Victor Martin, Papyrus Bodmer I1: Evangile de Feun. Chup. 1-14 (Geneva: Bibli-
otheca Bodmeriana, 1956); Papyrus Bodmer II. Supplement. Evangile de Fean.
Chap. 14-21 (Geneva: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1958); Papyrus Bodmer I1. Supple-
ment. Evangile de Fean, Chap. 14-21 (env. 200 ap. 7.C.), Nouvelle edition aug-
mentee et corigee. Preparee avec I’aede de M. ]J. Barns, Avec reproduction
photographique du manuscrit complet (chap. 1-21) (Geneva: Bibliotheca Bod-
meriana, 1961); Michel Testuz, Papyrus Bodmer VII-IX, VII: L’Epitre de Fude,
VIII: Les deux Epitres de Pierre, 1X: Les Psaumes 33 et 34 (Geneva: Bibliotheca
Bodmeriana, 1959); Victor Martin and Rodolphe Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer XIV:
Evangile du Luc chap. 3-24; and Papyrus Bodmer XV. Evangile de Jeane chap. 1-15
(Geneva: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1961).
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In the next paragraph, Hort narrows this considerably:

The Syrian or Post-Syrian origin of a reading is not much less
certain if one or two of the above Greek MSS, as CLPQR 33 in
the Gospels, AC (E2) 13 in the Acts and Catholic Epistles, and
AC 17 Greg. 33 in the Pauline Epistles, are found on the side of
the later MSS, or even if similar testimony is prima facie born by
such a version as the Memphitic. . . .6

In the briefer introduction, appended to their Greek text, WH
make it quite plain that the relatively pure manuscripts of the vari-
ous text-types by which distinctively Syrian readings may be de-
tected with accuracy are few in number:

What has to be noted is, first the presence or absence of dis-
tinctively Syrian or distinctively Pre-Syrian readings; and sec-
ondly, among Pre-Syrian readings, the presence or absence of
distinctively Western, or distinctively Alexandrian, or dis-
tinctively neutral readings.

When the texts of existing documents are tested in this man-
ner, it becomes evident that they are almost all in some sense
mixed. One Greek MS in most chapters of the Gospels and Acts
(D), two in St. Paul’s Epistles (D2G?3), one in the Epistle to the
Hebrews (D?) have approximately Western texts. Of the two
oldest MSS, X is Pre-Syrian and largely neutral, but with con-
siderable Western and Alexandrian elements, B, is Pre-Syrian
and almost wholly neutral, but with a limited Western element
in the Pauline Epistles. All other Greek MSS contain a greater
or less Syrian element, and their Pre-Syrian elements almost
always exhibit readings of all three Pre-Syrian types, though in
different proportions.’

For this book, readings regarded as distinctively Syrian are those
readings which are attested by the mass of the later manuscripts and
are without the support of the following leading uncials: XBCD(L)
in the Gospels, NABCD in Acts, XRABCDE in General Epistles,
XABCD(G) in Pauline Epistles and Hebrews, and XAC 0207 in the

6Introduction, pp. 163-64.

7B. E Westcott & E J. A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original Greek
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1895), p. 489.
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Revelation. It was also felt that the weight of Latin authorities ought
to be of help in discerning the Western reading.

While tabulating the readings, a problem arose in connection
with the identity of the Western reading or which reading was to be
considered as supported by Western witnesses. It was decided that
when the Latin versions divided, it would be best to follow D in the
Gospels and Acts as the indication of the Western reading. If D and
some other Western witnesses differed from the Koine text, it was
then taken that the support of the Western text was thus indicated at
that point. This would be the case whether or not it might be joined
with the Alexandrian.®

Occasionally in the Gospels, as in Mark 6:50, a reading is called
Byzantine even though L is included in its witnesses® when it seems
obvious that the Alexandrian reading is distinct and is read by some
of its main witncsscs (scc also Mark 7:32; Lukc 6:28; 11:33 for
other examples). No instance of a Byzantine reading attested by C is
included in the list. For an instance of a reading supported by C and
called Syrian by Hort, see Hebrews 7:1 in his “Notes on Select
Readings.”10 This reading (Heb. 7:1) is now papyrus supported.!!

b. Detection of papyrus-supported Byzantine readings: In the
case of the Chester Beatty Papyri p*5, p*6, p*7 and the Bodmer Pa-
pyri p%6, p72, p75, the texts of the papyri were compared with the

8For example, see List 1 and Mark 5:42, where “it” is read with the distinctively
Byzantine reading, but there is a separate reading attested by D ¢ ff22g2i qand a
few others. Therefore it was concluded that the Western reading here, and in like
instances, was attested by D and its sprinkling of followers and that the rest of the
Old Latin manuscripts would be considered as conformed to “the Byzantine
norm.” See also Mark 6:2, where a similar Western alignment combines with the
witnesses of the Alexandrian text. Another example, somewhat different, may be
seen in Mark 7:12, where D and Old Latin witnesses are spread across two other
readings than the Byzantine reading, though the Byzantine has two Old Latin
Manuscripts with it also.

9Compare WH’s remarks above (p. 113) concerning C and L and others when
they forsake the Alexandrian text.

10T ntroduction, p. 130.

11For an additional sixteen readings which would have been classified as dis-
tinctively Byzantine except for the presence of C, consult the following passages in
List 4, “Papyrus-Byzantine plus varying support of the Western and/or Alex-
andrians but opposed by WH:” Mark 5:22; 6:16; Luke 4:35; 10:41, 42a; 10:42;
11:42; John 4:51; Acts 9:37; 10:11; 13:26; 15:40; 11 Cor. 6:16; 7:14; Galatians
4:14; Colossians 4:8 and in List 5 Hebrews 7:1.
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text of Scrivener!? and of WH, together with the apparatuses of
Tischendorf and von Soden and the Nestle texts in order to find
those places where the papyri agreed with the TR and/or the Byzan-
tine as indicated either by Scrivener’s text and/or by von Soden’s K
groups, while it was, at the same time, opposed by the Alexandrian
and Western witnesses. Tischendorf’s sigla for Stephanus (s) was
also helpful in identifying the TR reading. A card was made for
each of these readings together with other readings where the pa-
pyri supported the Byzantine text in places where it was also joined
by Western and/or Alexandrian witnesses. Attestation for the indi-
vidual readings was gleaned from the various apparatuses.

The support of Byzantine readings by papyri other than the
Chester Beatty and Bodmer papyri was gleaned largely from the
Nestle texts, together with a few other sources wherever such evi-
dence was recorded; i.e., in other apparatuses, in books, and in
articles.

c. Limitations. As the following lists are presented, certain lim-
itations may be kept in mind. In the first place it must be acknowl-
edged that they are not exhaustive. No doubt some Byzantine
readings in the papyri available have been overlooked; in addition to
this, there are, no doubt, other Byzantine-supported readings in
papyrus which were not available either in facsimile or by citation in
textual apparatuses. A certain amount of subjective judgment may
also be reflected in the selection of the readings. An effort has been
made, however, to err on the conservative side; therefore many were
excluded which might have been included as papyrus supported
Byzantine readings.13

12E H. A. Scrivener, The New Testament in the Original Greek, According to the
Text Followed in the Authorised Version, Together with the Variations Adopted in the
Revised Version (Cambridge: At the University Press. 1902).

13See note 11, p. 143 for list of sixteen excluded readings. The occasions where C
joins K, and H goes a separate way.
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Papyrus-Distinctively Byzantine Alignments
Opposed by
Westerns, Alexandrians, and
Westcott and Hort

MATTHEW
26:22 exkaoToo aviwv (P37)pHSAWTA(G)IIZD 074 uncd \ ¢ 28
565 700 1241 1582 pl sy? Eus K s
ewo ekactooc NBCLZ 33 102 892 sa eth (it vg); WH
£10 ekaoToo cvtov DM(O) all0 sypme bo
gwo avtov 1200 1424
954 (Or)

MARK
5:42 eteormoav PpHAWOIIZ unc® N ¢ 565 700 pl it vg sy sa
geo K ¢
eéeamnoav gvbve NBCLA 33 579 892 co eth; WH
g€eotnoav mavtes D c ff2 g2 i q gat bo (1 ms)
6:2  &v ™ owaywyn ddackew PpYSANWIIZD unc® pl \ ¢
28 565 700 1071 gl»2iqvggo K s
dwaokew v ™ cvwwaywyn NBCDLA® 33 569 579 892
f ff2 sa bo sy arm; WH
6:45 amohvom pPAE?2FHMSUVWII 33 pm K s
amolver XBL(DA) 1 H; WH
amolvoer (D?)E*KI ¢ 28 700 al
amehvoey O 565 pc

Note: For the discussion on readings such as these in List I see pp. 61-69. For the
arrangement and content of the Lists, see pp. 137-143.
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6:48

6:50

7:12

7:30

7:30

7:31

7:32

7:35

7:35

7:36

9:6
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ewdev pHSEFGHSUTITIZ N ¢ 565 700 pm sy arm eth K s
(WBev iticism? AKMVXIT* al)

Wov XBDAWO pcab fffzqvgcoH; WH

ewdov (or wov iticism) (P4)AKLMVXI'AIL pl K ¢

swar XB; WH

( yap avrov also) DO 565 700 a b

cffziqg

kav oukeTy apuete  pPAWXITI unc? 579 pl f g2 vg go sy
arm K s

ovkeTt apiete NBA® N\ ¢ 565 700 pc a b ¢ ff2 i q co eth
H; WH

ouk gvageTar D

70 dap. e€el. kav v Buy. BeBA. pPANWXII unc?® ¢
plansyr goarm Kg

To oud. (Tnv Buy. A X\ 700) BePA. . .kon To dowp. eEel.
RB(D)LA(O)(N) 565 (700) all5 it?! vg co sy eth H; WH

em o kKAuma pHPW N ¢ 33565 pl K s

em v kKAwny XBD pc; WH

vmo T kKAwmy L

kav owdwvos MA0e pSANWXITI unc® N ¢ pl q sysP go
arm (sa) K ¢

MABev dua owdwros XBDLAGO 33 565 700 it(exc q) vg
co syh eth; WH

poythahov p*SALNXTIII unc® A ¢ pl co sysP go
(arm) K's

kav poythahov XBDWA® 565 700 pc it vg (arm)
eth; WH

evbewo pPAEFGHKMNSUVWXI'®II 0132 \ ¢ 565
700 pl c £ 1 vg sysP (sa) go eth arm K s

XBDLA 33 pc a b ff2 iq co; WH

dumrovydnoarv p*SANXITI 0132 unc® ¢ 579 pm K s

nvovynoav NBDA A; WH

nroxdnoav L

dinrovynoar WO 565 700 pc

avroo avrows pPEFGHKMNSUVTITII ¢ pl sy go
arm eth K s

avroros RABLWXA®; WH

noav yap ekpofor pHPAKNUWXITI® unc® N ¢ 700 pl
flglvgsyrcogoKs




9:20

9:20

12:6

12:16

LUKE

6:28

6:39

9:30

10:21

10:39

11:12

11:12

11:33

11:50
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ek@. yap eyevovto RBCDLA® 33 565 pc ittl; WH

gvbewo 10 mvevpa PpHPAINWXITOIIP unc® h ¢ 700 pl s

7o mvevpa gevbuve NBCLA 33 pc; WH

7o mvevpa DabffZiq

eomapatey pHSAINWXIOII unc® N ¢ 565 700 pl K s

ovweonmapagey XBCLA 33; WH

eTapatey D

ayamnrov avrov pHSANWIXITI® unc® A ¢ 28 pI K s

ayammTov NBCDLA 565 700 a b ff2 g1-2i1q vg sa co
sy; WH

evmov pHNXIOII unc® N ¢ pl K s

evmov XBCDLWA pc; WH

Aeyovor Abdilqvg

katapwpevovs v pPEHLSUVAGOA pm Just
(Or) K s

katap. vuas NABDKMPRXTEII al (Or) Eus; WH

de p*3[p75]JAPT'AAII unc? pl co go sy K s

3¢ katv [p7SIXBCDLRWXOE ¢ 33 pc it?! vg arm; WH

pwono pHSAEGHMPSUVIA A pm (K) s

povono (p75)XBCDKLRWXAGII ¢ al; WH

o mvevpatt pPSAEGHMSUVWIAA ¢ pl f g bort Cl
Bas Cyr K s

T Y. T ayw pSNBCDKLXEII A 33 al5 abceffzil
syS: b arm eth; WH

Tov \maov p*3p73(—rov) AB3CZPWIAGAIL unc® \ ¢ pl b
syP=xt Bas K s

Tov kupwov  P3RB*C*DLE pc it(exc b) vg co sy Pm8 arm
eth; WH

M kav eav pPAWXIT'AGAII unc? pl K s (AGA pc av)

n kav p7SXBL A ¢ 33 (item sa bo nil nisi aut); WH

eav de kav D (d et s1)

M €v R (it vg aut s1)

avrmorn pHEFGMSUVWXII ¢ pm K s

avrmoer pSXABCDHKLI'A®A N\ pm Dial H; WH

70 peyyoo pHALWIAAIT unc® 28 33 pm K s

10 pwo p’SRBCDXO al H; WH

ekxvvopevoy p7SHKMSVXI'OA N\ pl K s
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12:5

12:21

12:22

12:23

12:30

12:31

13:2

13:19

13:28

14:3
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exkxvvvopevor RACDEGLYWAII al

ekkexuevor pHB 33 69: [WH]

gkovorav exovta pYEGHMSUVIAA pm eth Tert K

exovta ekovorar p7PNABDKLRWXOII N ¢ al it vg syP
arm Or Mcion H; WH

goavtw PIINRCAQXTAGAIL N unc® pl K s

ovtw N*BL(ev avrw) al; WH

gv eavtw FWTI pc

Yuxm vpov pHBXITAAIL unc ¢ pl a e g2 vged sy© sa bo
eth Cl Ath K s

Yuxn pRABDLQW® A pcbcfff2glilqam fu for
em tol syP arm Amb; WH

n buxm pPAEGHKQUVWIAAIL plafff2iq glvg
Syptxt K g

N yap buxyn p7SRBDLMSX® ¢ al b ¢ e co sy arm eth
Cl; WII

otu M Yuxm 070 sa

ouxt M Yuxm 61 243 254 299 all5 | syrms

gminter pSAQWIAAATI unc® N pl Bas Ath K <

eminrovow p7SXBLX 070 ¢ 33 H; WH

{nrev D CI (it*! vg Tert Marcion)

™V Bacuheway Tou Bsov pHSAD2QWXI'AGAIL 070 uncs
N ¢ pl d it?! vg sy¢ Cl Mcion K s

™v B. avrov XBD*L a c co eth Ath; WH

™V Bacihewav p75 892

ot Toravta p7SAWXTAGATT 070 uncd N (@) pm it vg
Chr K s

otv Tovtae XBDL 12 157 ¢; WH

Ta Toravta A3 69 124 (tooavta pc)

devdpov peya pHPAWXITAOAIL unc® N ¢ pl ¢ f q syP
eth K ¢

devdpov p7SNBDL 070 251 a b e ff2 i1 co sych arm
Amb; WH

olmobe p7SABZLRWIAAII 070 unc8 pl it vg Ir
K s; [WH]

oyeade B*DX ¢ pc Epiph Lucit; WHme

W1t RO Mcion

gL efeativ pBAWXAAIL uncd \ ¢ pl it?! vg (sa) sy K s

géeoTiv p7SXBDLO 59 al f am (bo) syt eth; WH



14:3

14:23

14:34

15:21

15:22

23:53

24:47

JOHN

1:39

2:15

2:24
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pPAWXTAAIL unc® 700 1424 plac ff2il vg

saarm K s

mov p7SXBDLO \ ¢ b e f q mm (sa) co syshp eth cat
Cyr; WH

o owkoa pov pHBPWI'AA uncd \ ¢ pl lat Bas K s

pov o okoo p7SXABDKLRXOII e co H; WH

eav de p7SARWIAAII unc8 pl e ff2 i vged co syP eth
arm K s

eav e kav NBDLX pc a b ¢ g!-2q am for fu ing em fac
gal ol sye; WH

voos oov p’SALPQRWTAGAII unc? \ ¢ pl it (vg) go co
sy? arm Aug K s

V0T GOV TOLNOOV LE BT EVA TOV OOV Tov
XBDUX 33 700 1241 al gat mm tol bodl cat; [WH]

v otoAnv p7SDZEGHK2MRSUVXTI'AA pl Ps Chr
Dam K s

otohmy NABD*K*LPQII pc; WH

ednkev avro p7SALPWXTAGAIT uncd pl c K s

eOnkev avrov NBCD fscr a b f ff2 1 q vg (co); WH

ednkev N ¢ 33 e arm

apéapevor p7SACS FHKMUVWIA* AIl Ao pm(ace
D) (sy*P) arm K s

apEapevor RBC*LNX 33 co eth syrme H; WH

apéapevos OW 028 al

apéapevov DAZ (d, b f ff2 q vg)

MABav kav pSPT'AIT unc® 700 pm c f q vg arm K s

nABav ovr kar PSXABCLXA 083(kal mA. ouwv) 33 124
262 al'% a e co syrmeh; WH

kot amnABov 1 sycP=t Epiph

aveatpePev pSALPI'AAIT* unc® pl (Or) K s

avetpePev pSBWXOII? all0 (Or) Cyr; [WH]

kateaTpePer PN ¢ pc

gautov avtows  pOOR3AZPWIAGAII unc® pm itrevg
Orrt K s

avtov avrows R*A*BL 253 440 700 al; WH

avtows  p75 579

4:14 dwmom pSeC3WAII unc® pm K s
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4:31

5:37

6:10

6:57

7:3

7:39

7:40

8:21

8:51
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dupmaer p7SXABDLMI 083 1 28 124 133 157 al; WH

duper A

ev de o p7SAC3TAGAII unc8 pl b f ff2 m q co syP (Or)
Chr Cyr K s

ev To poXBC*DL (a) c e g | vg basm sy®? (Or); WH

kav v T0 W pc (sy) arm eth Aug

avtoo pS6ATAGAII unct pl lat sy Eus K s

ekewoo p7/SRBLW 213 pc a Ath; WH

ekewoo avroo D

ool (p28)p9S(wa ) ATAGAIL unc® N ¢ pl K s

oo p7SXBDL; WH

- syco

{noetoar pSSEGHMSUVWIA(®)ALQ (unc?) N pm
lect.1561 K s

oy pSRBCZKLT(O)II ¢ «l H; WH

m (CHD

vivit b @ Amb

fcwpnowor poB3XTAAIl unc® A pm K s

fcwpnoovotr p7SXB¥*DLMWA al; WH

fewpovory N*

TVEVILAL QUYLOV p66 LNWZXTIAA unc® \ ¢ 33 1241 pl (sa)
(Or) Ath Did Chr Cyr . . . K's

TVEVLQ p66 pSRKTOIIY 42 91 280 al (co) arm
(Or); WH

7. dedopevov a b ¢ ff g 1 r vgp! sypes (sa) Eus

. aywov dedopevor B 053 e q (sy)

TV. QYLOV €T QUTOLD D*dfgo

[ToANov p66 FAAIl unc’ 118 plfq gosy K s

__ p% p75NBDLTWX 1 565 vg co arm Or
Cyr; WH

QUTOLT 0 \MTOVT p“ T'AGAY unc® N ¢ 33 pm lat co
ChrK s,

auToLT p66p75NBDLTX 0141 b e Or Cyr; WH

o woovo avrows 1279

70 Noyov Tov epov  p% TAGAII unc® N\ ¢ pm latt sy K s

Tov gpov Aoyov p7SXRBCDLXWW 33 213 258 co Or
(Cyr) (Chr); WH

Tov Aoyov pov 433 al5 (Cyr) (Chr)



8:54

9:16

9:19

9:26

9:28

9:35

10:19

10:29

10:29

10:31
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doéalw p66CNCC2LXF AAII unc® pl s K

dotacw po p7SR*BC*D 1 69 pc; WH

alouv pS6p7SALXTAGAII uncs 28 pm it? (vg) go arm
syP Chr K s

allow 8¢ NBDW 0124 \ ¢ 565 al c ff2 vge co
(sy); [WH]

aptu Bremer pOSAXTAAIIVY unc? N ¢ 565 579 1241 pm
colat Ks

Brewer aptt p7SRBDLU 33 892 b ¢ d ff2 Chrlz
Cyr; WH

BAemer vov  ChrYs

avtw makww pOONRCAXTAGA uncd® \ ¢ pl f q go (sy) arm
eth Cyr K s

avtw p7SR*BDW pc vg co sysh Nonn; WH

ehowdopmoav p9AXI'AA unc® ¢(—69) 28 al b el q (vg)
arm Aug K

kot eAotd. p7SR*BW sa eth sy Cyr Am; WH

ou de e\owd. NX<DLO \ 33 157

ehowd. oww 69 al c tt4vge go s

evmey avto  POORCAL(X avrov)TAGA unc? pl sys lat K s

suwey pIR*BDW bo; WH

oxwopa ovv makw pSSATAGAIIY unc? \ ¢ pl (bo) syP
Chr Cyr K s

oxwpa makw p*p7SRBLWX 33 157 213 249 lat sa
arm; WH

oxwpa ovv D 1241 1 sys (bo)

oo p%p7SABZMUXIAG(A ovo)IT unc® N\ ¢ 33 565 pl sa
sysph eth K s

o NB*DLW alabcefff2glvggobo Tert Hil; [WH]

pelov movtov eote pSPATAGAIL unc® N ¢ 33 565 pl
lat go sa sysPh Bas Dial Chr K s

movtov pewl. eo. p7SRBDLWWY (sy) Cyr H; WH

wavT. €0. pell. X

eBactacav ovw makw pSSAXII uncrell\ 565 pl (sy) K s

eBaoT. mahw (p7>)XBLW 33 go (sa)(sy) Ath Aug; WH

eBaot. ovw D ¢ 28 1780 pc (lat) (co)

eBaoT. de syP

eBacTt. p*0 (co) (vg)
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10:32

10:38

10:38

11:19

11:21

11:21

11:29

11:31

11:32

11:32

12:6

12:9

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

matpoo pov pSo(p7SINCALWX uncrell ¢ pl lat K ¢
matpoo [pPIN*BDO e syt Ath Hil; WH
moTevoate pHPpSSAEGHMSXIA ¢ 118 209 pl Ath Bas
Chr K s
mwotevete p/SXBDKLUWGII 1 33 Ps-Ath Dam H; WH
avtew pHATAGAIT unc? A ¢ pl b f ff21go syP Cyp K s
T waTpy p6p7SKBDLWX 33 157 a c e g vg co (sy) arm
eth Or Eus Ath Dam Hil; WH
mpoc Tac wepy (PH)ACNTAOAIIYQ unc’ \ ¢ 565
pmK s
mpoo v pS6[p7SINBC*LWX 33 38 157 249 al H; WH
wpoo D lat
papba p*SAT'AA unc’ pl K s
M papda  poep/>RBCDKLWXOLIVQ) N ¢ 565 H s; WH
0 adelgoo pov ovk av pHpseCITAOAIIQ uncd ¢ pl K s
OUK av . . . 0 adel. pov p7SKBC*LW al; WH
OUK aV . . . oV 0 adeX. N\ 565
ouk av o adel. pov: AD
eyewpetar pHpSACI'AGAIT uncd N o pm 1 vg K s
nyepdn p7>NBC*DLWX 33 it?’ fos mt go syP arm
eth; WH
Aeyovtes pSSACZIAGAIIY uncd pm it vg sa syPh K g
doéavres NBC*DLX 1 13 33 syPme bo arm eth
And; WH
doalovres P73
vopwoavtes 1188
ewr pOSAC3TAOAIT uncd ¢ pl K s
mpoc XBC*DLX 133 118 157 249 Cyr H; WH
em. 254 yser Chr
amedavey pov o adehpoa pHAC3XIAII uncd A
(@) plKs
pov amed. o adel. poop7SXBC*LWAO 33 254 H; WH
atmed. o adel. pov 69 it vg arm
pov o adel. awed. D
euxev kav pOSAIXTAAIIVY unc® plab c f goarm K
exov p7’NBDLQ 33 157 pc q vg co (Or) H; WH
exwv kav 1 (Or)
ox\oo mohvo  p%6 p7SAB3IQXOW \ ¢ 33 pl f g vg bo go
syPh K s



12:36
12:36

13:26

13:26

14:5

19:4

19:11

19:35

20:17

ACTS
4:33

LIST I 153

0 oxhoo molvo KB*L H; WH

0 0x\oo 0 To\vg po6

oxhog o mohve W 1010

oxAoo de mohve D a (bce ff2) sa

ewo pSSXTAAII3 unc® N ¢ 1241 pm K s

oo p7SNABDLIT* 33 42 108 H; WH

o wmoovs  p7SRSAXTAAII unc?® rell Libere Chr K s

moove  pSSN**BDLY; WH

kot epBadac pSSAWT'OAIIY unc® A K s

Baao ovw XBCXII?(epBaao) 33 pc; WH

kot Bapao D ¢ 258 Or

wkapwwtn pSSAWTAAIL* unc’ N ¢ pm vge go co arm
OrKs

wkapiwtov NBCIPLMXOII? 33 al vg® H; WH

aTo kapvwtov D

duvapedu T vdor eWdsvar PSCACZLNQWXTAGAIL
uncé \ ¢ plitrc vg K s

v odov ewdevar duvapeda N(K?)

oWapev Ty 0dov BC* a; WH

v odov owdapey Dbe

eén\Bev ovv PSS EGHMSUWYAOA ¢ pm K s

kau eénhOev (p%6 )ABKLXII 33 al; [WH]

ekn\Oev  (p%6 )XDsupPWI' N 557 565 al; WHms

amekpdn p%6c AXYAAII unc® ¢ pm it?¢ vg go co arm
syP K s .

KoL amekpldn  po 6

amekpldmn avto  pOONBDsuPPAW N 33 249 itrc
(sy) H; WH

eaTw avtov 1 papt. pSSEGKSUA 579 pm am
ing Caes K

avtov eaTw M poapt. NABDsupPLMXTTII al Or; WH s

eaTw M popt. avtov HY al b ¢ f ff2 g vg Chr Cyr

watepa pov PSOALOXTAGAII uncé Ao pl lat syps
sabo K s

ITatepae XBDW pc b e Ir; WH

peyaln dvvaper p+EP pl Thphyl K s
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7:14

9:3

9:3

9:38

10:37

11:11
13:26

14:15

16:16

16:39

17:13

THE RYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

dwwaper peyan NABD 18 103 242 328 al3ser cat vg
Chr Ir Aug H; WH

Tov matepa avtov ke (p*)HP pl sy Chr K s

kB 7. 7. avr. p7*RABCDE al vg sa bo arm; WH

Tov at. avt. 36 90* 94 307 630 cat eth

wepumaTpadey avtov pwo pHEHLP pl vg sy
arm Chr K s

avtov mepunaT. pwo p’4(mepinoT. )XBC 69 81 327 630 1
cat; WH

aUT. QWO TEPLEDT. A

amo Tov ovpavov pHSEHP pl Theophl® K s

ek Tov ovp. Pp7*RABCL 81 all5 cat Theophyl® H; WH

okvnoat . . . avteov pHC3HLP pl sy arm eth Bas
Chr K s

okvnomo . . . nuov p74RABC*E 81 181 453 vg sa bo
H; WH

apéapsvor pBLP 69 81 pl (Dial) Thdrt Chr . . . K s

apéapevos NBCEH 181 B H; WH

apéapevoo yap p74AD e vg Ir (Dial)

numv p¥EHLP pl cat vg sy co eth Chr K s

nuev p74RABDsr(d erant) 181; [WH]

ameataln pEHLP pl Thphyl K s

efameataln p74RABCD 33 453 a30 cat Chr; WH

Tov Bgov Tov Lwvta pPHLP pl Chr K s

Oeov {wvta p74XBCDZE 33 81 104 181 242 [ al?scr cat
Ath H; WH

feov Tov {wvTae N*

Tov Oeov {wvta D* pc Thdrt

Tov {wvTa Beov 328

mlwvos p*SC3D2EHLP pl cat tol syrmeer Chr Eus
Lcif K s

mhova p74NRABC*D* 81 326 vg Or; WH

eEeNOeww pHEHLP pl (e vg exire) Chr K s

ameNdew p74XAB 33 81 pc cat arm; WH
. . e&eNbew . . . D (but in a long addition & a diff.
arrangement than the Byz. reading)

galevovteas P EHLP pm eth Chr K s

gak. kaw Tapacoovtes p’4RAB(D) 33 69 al cat vg sy co
arm; WH



23:12

LIST I 155

Tweo Tov wudawwy PEHLP 69 102 pl sa sy Thphyl K ¢
ou ovdator p74RABCE 33 81 all5 cat co arm eth; WH

ROMANS
10:14 emwkahecovtar p*KLP pl Cl Chr Thdor Euth Thdrt

16:23

Dam etc K s
emkolecwvtar XABDEFG 103 441 aser H; WH
invocabunt d ¢ f g vg Or Ambrst ctc
kat TNo ekkAnowao oano  p*L pl Chr Thdrt Dam K <
kot oAno ™o ekkAnawes NABCDEP 1 5 69 241 436
441 H; WH
kot oha av ekkAmowar FG eth (f g)

I CORINTHIANS

4:11

5:10

7:5

7:7

7:7

9:7

yopvnrevopey ko p¥L pl Euth C1 Or Eus . . . K s

yupvirevopev kot NXB(*-veir-(also D*))CD EFGP 69
al3scr; WH

 ~vy.kat A

M apmadw p*RDbEL pl e vg sy co arm go Or Chr
Thdt Dam Lcif . . . K g

kav apmagw R*¥*ABCD*FGP 33 pc d f g eth; WH

7 KuL apm. 69

ouvvepxeale p6876 1022 1799 2401 al Or Cyp Chr Meth
(-xmode KLPW¥ 048 049 pl co vg) K s

nre RABCDEFG 33 pc; WH

xapuopa sxse p*OKIL pl vge harl go syP arm Eph Chr
Thdrt Dam Aug Ambst K s

exeL xapwopa NXABDEFGP 33 69 lat co Cl Or Cyr Euth
Cyp; WH

xapwopo ek Beov exer C

00 pev . .. oo de p*RKL pl (Or) Ephr Chr Thdr
Dam al K s

o pev...ode N*ABCDEFGP 33 pc CI (Or) Cyr
Euth; WH

ek Tov kapmov p*C3DPEKL pl c d e t vgsc am fu sy co
arm Or Aug Amb K s

Tov kapmov N*ABC*D*FGP 33 1739 pc f g tol harl
floriac al sa go Or; WH
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9:21 «kepdnow avopovs pRKL pl Or Did Chr Euth Thdt
Isid Dam al K s
kepdavw Tovo avopovs N*ABCFGP 33 69 pc; WH
Tovo avopovs kepdnow DE
10:8 emecov p*DSKL pl Chr Thphl Oec K s
emegav RABCD*FGP 33 69 pc Chr Thdt Dam H; WH
emeagev 1908
11:26 70 motyprov Tovto  Pp*RC3DPEKLP pl tol sy co eth go
Bas Chr Nest Thdt (Dam) Phot (Cyp) K s
7o wotmprov N¥ABC*D*FG 33 pc lat Cyr
(Dam)(Cyp); WH

II CORINTHIANS
9:10 avénmoor p*R<D<KL pl go Chr (Cyr) Thdrt Dam al K s
avénoer X*BCFD*G al'5 d e g r vg co arm eth (Cyr)
Euth Cyp Aug Ambst; WH

GALATIANS
4:31 apa p*DcKL pm syP Bas Chr Thph Oec K s
3o NBD* 33 pc arm Tert; WH
apa ovv FG Thdrt
duapao E (mingles D* with D¢<?)
itaque d e f g vg Ambst Hier al
nuewr de ACP pc co Euth Cyr Mrcn Dam
1912

EPHESIANS
2:12 ev 1o kapo  p**DEKLP pl vg co go (Or) Dial (Chr)
Euth Thdt lc)am Tert Ambst K s
To kapo p*® RABD*FG 33 d e f g tol Mrcn (Or) (Chr)
Cyr Victorin Hier Aug H; WH
5:9  mvevpatoo p*DCE**KL pm sybp Chr Thdt Dam K s
ewtoc pPNABD*E*FGP 33 pc latt go sy co arm eth
Thaum Euth Lcif Vict Ambst Hier al; WH

PHILIPPIANS

1:14 7ov Aoyov Aahew p*DE**K 1739 pl syph Chr Thdt
Dam Mrcn K s



LIST I 157

Tov Noy. Touv Beov Aak. NABP al lat sy sa bo bas arm
eth Cl Chr Euth Ambst; WH

Tov Aoy. Aa\. Tov Beov D*E* d e

Tov Novy. Kuptov Aahew FerG g

COLOSSIANS

3:16

3:22

4:12

70 kupww  pC2DEKI. pl demid go co Eph Chr Thdt
Dam Ambst Pelag K s

T 0ew RABC*D*FG 33 424 pc d e f g m38 vg sa sy
arm Cl Chr Euth Ambst al; WH

Tov Beov  p*ONRCDcE**K pl d e vge demid tol go co
Thdt K s

TOV KUPLOV N”‘ABCDgr FGL 33 pc f g am fu harl sy arm
Cl Chr Euth Dam Ambst; WH

wemAnpopevor pODSEKLP pl syP=t arm Chr Thdt
Dam K s

wemAnpogopnpevor -RABCD*FG 33 104 424** pc sypms
Euth; WH

HEBREWS

3:3

10:17

10:38

11:4

11:32

12:25

doéna ovroa p13KLM pl f vg Euth Thdt Dam K s

ovtoo doéno  p*ONABCDEP 69 pc d e Chr; WH

doéno arm Bas

pvnodo p*oRcDKLP pl Chr Thdt Dam al K s

pvnodnoopar p13R*ACD* 33 Euthaleed; WH

ek moTewa pB3DCEH**IKLP pl sy co eth Eus Chr
Euth Thdt Dam K s

pov ek moTewos pORAH* f r vg arm Cl Thdt Sed
Prim; [WH]

ek mMoTeEWT wov D* pc d e sy Eus

avtov Tou Beov P13 p4ORDEKLP pl f vg sy K s; [WH]

ovtov T Beew N*AD* 33

oavTe Tov BEoV p13 Cl

vyap pe pi3p*DeEIKLP pl Cl Chr Euth Thdt K s

pe yap NAD* 33; WH

TOV ETL TNO YN TAPALTNTALEVOL p46 (—o)RXKLP
pl Chr Thdt Dam K s
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ETL YNT TAPALTY]. TOV p46CN*ACDM 33 Euth Cyr; WH
TapaLTY). TOV €L YNo 69 pc

12:25 moMw p*D<KLMP pl Chr Euth Cyr Thdt Dam K ¢
wolv NACD* 33 H; WH

I PETER

2:5 710 0sw p72X<KLP pIClOr K s
0cw X*ABC pc arm H; WH
3:7 exkomteoBar p72CZKLVY 33 69 pm vg Hier Amb
Aug (K) s
eykomtecBar ABP al’%; WH
evkomTedfon  NCser
5:8 ot o avrdikoa p7ZRLW 33 69 1739 pm vg sy co arm
eth (K) s
o avtdkoos X*ABKP al; WH

II PETER
2:4  ospac p72KLP) pl K s
oewpows ABC 81 917; WH
gpows N
2:5 oA\ oydoov p7?KsilP pl K s
ol\a oydoov RXABCL 122 aBser; WH

JUDE

25 ko peyohwovvn p72(-Noouvn)KLP pl cat vge
cosy K s
peyaloouvrny RABC al19; WH
25 etovowa p72KP pm K s
€£. mpo mavtoo Tov acwwvos NABCL all5 H; WH

REVELATION
9:20 duvvatar p*7046¢ pl (And) Are K s

duvavtar XA(046*%)CP pc (And) H; WH

10:2  BuBAov p*7046 pm K
BuBAapidov R*AC**P 1 al20 And Are s; WH
BuBAdaprov ReC* 69 @l73(in Hosk)

10:8  avewypevov p*7046 pl (K)
nrvewypevor NACP 1 al And s (H); WH
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11:2  exB. eéw p* 046 pm (And) Are K s
ekP. eéwbev XA al (And); WH
ekB. eow N*
ekB. ecwbev P
11:6 waom wAnyn p*7 046 pm vg Haym K s
gv maom wAnyn NACP 1 2 al co sy arm eth Hipp And
Are Prim; WH
9 pc
11:12 mkovoa p*7Xe 046 pl co sy And Tyc Are . . . K
nkovoav X*ACP pc vg arm Haym s; WH
akovoovTor 38 pc
11:19 3dwabnkmo Tov kvpwov p*7 pm K
duabmkmo avrov AP al s; WH
duabnkno kupwov 046 pc
Suwbnkno Tov Beov K pc
12:7  ovtou) p#7 046 1 6 pl And K s
ovtov Touv  ACP al; WH
12:9 catavac p*7 046 pl (And) Are K
o catavao NACP 1 al (And) H s; WH
12:13 appeva p*7 pl Hipp And Are K s
apeva 046 28 pc
apoeva XCEP al20; WH
apoevar A
13:13 emv v ynv p* 046 al (And) Are K
ewo ™ ynv RACP 1 al (pm?)Hipp (And) H s; WH
_ _Epc
14:8 ek tou p¥7 ReP 046 pl co Prim K
1 ek Tov AC al (And) Haym H; WH
oTL €k Tov 1 36 pc (And) Are s
15:8 ek tov p*7 046 al sy (And) Are K
_ XNACP 1 pmvg (And) Prim H s; WH
16:3  &v m 6ahaoom p*7 046 pl (And) Are K s
Ta gv 1 OaN. ACE pc eth (And); WH
Tov v 1 6al. 95 pc sysh arm
em O Bak. XN
16:10 spacowvto p*7 046 all%0+ (And) Are (K) s
epacwrto NACP pm!30 (And); WH



LIST IT

Papyrus-Byzantine-Western Alignments
Opposed by
Alexandrians and Westcott and Hort

MATTHEW

26:27 7o wotnpwov p37pSACDHKMSUVITI® pl 157 565 K s
wotnpwov NXBEFGLZA 1 28 33 al (sa bo) Chr; WH
26:31 dwaokopmotnoetar p37p¥DEFH2KSUVWIAGII® 1
565 pl Or Eus K s
dwaokopmadnoovrar p33RABCGH*ILM 047 067 ¢ 118
700 al H; WH
26:45 70 hovmov p3’NADI'AGII unc® \ ¢ pl Ath K s
Movmrov BCL al® Chr; WH

MARK

6:22 kou apecaono pHAC3DWI'OII unc® A ¢ 565 700 pl a b
fgZiqvggo(syeth)Ks
npecgev XBC*L 33 ¢ ff? co arm; WH
6:22 eumev o Baghevo p*5c CBDWI'OII unc® N ¢ 565 700 pl
a b f ff2 go syP arm K s (+ Hnwpdno p¥ )
o 3¢ Baohevo evrev XRBC*LA 33; WH
guev de o Bagwkevo A3 co
6:41 7o pabnraws avrov PpHADEFWI'GII unc® A ¢ 565 700
pl it?! vg sysp eth K s

Note: For the discussion on readings such as these in List 2, see pp. 70-76. For the
arrangement and content of the Lists, see pp. 137-144.

160



6:41

7:5

7:6

7:6

7:29

8:13

8:20

8:36

8:37

9:3

9:29

LIST II 161

Touo pabnroaws NBLA al7 d; WH

wapadoow pPSRSADMZNI'OIIZ uncd N ¢ 565 700
plK s

wapatifoaw R*¥BLM*WAIT* pc; WH

ot pabnTal gov vo wepumatovor pPADWXIOIT unc® A
¢ 565 700 pl it vg sy arm go K s

ov mepLTaTovot ov padmron cov NBLA 33 pe
co eth; WH

amokplers pSADWXIOII unc® A ¢ 565 700 pl it vg
go syP arm K s

— XNBL 33102 co sy eth persr; WH

ot kehwo pSADWXIIT unc® A ¢ 565 700 892 pl b q
syP arm go (co) K s

kohwo NBLA® 33 102 a c f ff2 il vg sy eth; WH

70 daipoviov ek ™o Buyatpod cov pSADNWXITI
unc® ¢ 565 700 892 pl it vg (co) sy arm ethK s

gk ™0 Buy. oov 1o darp. RBLAO A (co); WH .

gws 7o mhotov pPDHKNUWTII 0131 N\ ¢ 700 al it
sysP bopPt ¢ '

ewo mhorov AEFGMSVXO 33 565 579 albcfg?ilq
vged em mg go co sy K

NBCLA ff2 g! am tol; WH

ou 3¢ svmov pHSADN(W)XI'(O)IT unc® N ¢ 565 700 pl i
q syP go arm K s

kat Aeyovow avtw BCLA 115 g1 vg sys co eth; WH

Kau Aeyouory N

kepdmom . . . {(npuwdn pSACDWXTAGIT unc® \ ¢ 565
700 pl lat sysP sa bo K s

kepdnoat . . . {npuuwdnrar XBL; WH

dwoer pPACDWXI'OIT unc® N ¢ 565 700 rell K s

dov NX*B; WH

dw N3L

Aevkavar pSADWXITI unc® N 700 pl lat go K s

ovtwo Aevkavar XBCLNA®O ¢ 28 33 565 pc ff2 k co ar
eth Or; WH

X an sys

wpooevxm Kat vmaTewa pPRPACDLNWXIAIT unc® A
¢ 565 700 rell lat sy go ar eth K g

mpooevxn N*B k geort Cl; WH



162
11:33

LUKE

5:2

7:6

9:18

9:34

9:34

10:13

10:19

10:20

10:30

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

amokpdels o tmoovs (p*S) ADKMIID \ ¢ al
o wmoovo amokpfsie WXO unc’ af lat s
o moove XBCLNTA al; WH

dvo mhowa p7SNRC3DI'AOAIL unc® pl K s

wAowa dvo BW pc a e co sy; [WH]

mhow  N*

dvo mhowapia AC*LQR 1* 33 pc f

o ekatovrapy. ¢Lhovs pADEGHKMRSUVIOALII pl
lat sy arm go K s

@w\ovo o ekatovtapy. p/SRBCLWXE N 33 pcce
co eth; WH

Aeyovoy ot oxhotv  p7SRCCDWXT AGAIL unc? ¢ pl lat
sy¢ K s

ovL oxA. Aey. R*BLRE \ 131 co; WH

Aevy. ov avBpwmor A als e gl

emeokwacey pPSACDPRWXTA®A unc® N ¢ pl lat co
sy K s

emeokwalev pSNBL pc a; WH

exewovo ewoeNfewy pSADPRWXITAGAIL 9 \ ¢ pl sa
goK s

ewoebeww avrove XRBCL pc bo arm; WH

avtovo ewoeNBeww C 157 435

ewoeNBewy ekeLvova pc

gwoeNOewy p75S

kabnuevar pHSDEGKMSUVWAAII N ¢ pl e mm
) K's

kabnpevor p7SNABCFLRXI'OF 118 all® H; WH

__ _eqrl(sy

ddopt p+3(3edwpt)ACTAOAIL unc? ¢ 118 131 pl e sy©
Eusir K g

dedwka p7SRBC*LW \ pc lat go syP! arm eth Or; WH

eypaen (p*¥*)ACDEGHKMSUVWTIAAIL ¢ 118 113 pl
(Eus) Cyr K s

eyyeypamrar (p75XB evyeypanmta)LX N 33 (Eus); WH

veypartar O Or

vmohaBwv de p+SRCACZDLWXT'AOAEII uncd N ¢(69 o
d¢) latt (co) syP go arm K s



10:32

10:39

10:39

10:39

11:25

11:30

11:44

11:48

12:6

12:22

12:29

12:49

12:54

12:54

LIST II 163

vmohaBwr p7SR*BC* (co) syc; WH

Aevtno yevopevoos PHACDEGHKMSUVWIAGAIL ¢
plqsy K s :

Nevwtmo  p7SRBLXE \ 33 co arm eth H; WH

papia pSAB*C3DWIAGAIL unc? ¢ pl latt K s

papuap p7SRB3C*LPE \ 33; WH

mapakadoaca pHSC3DPWIAGAIL unc® \ pl Bas K s

mapakabeagdsioa p7>RABC*LE; WH

wapa pPB3C3DPWI'AGAI unc® \ ¢ pl (Bas) K s

mpoo  p7SRB*C*LE 33 44 (Bas); WH

gvpioker PpIR*ADWXAGBAIT unc8 pl lat sy© arm K s

gup. oxohalovta N BCLRI' A 565 allZ f 1 co syP eth
Or; [WH] (:: Mt 12:44?)

onpewov Towo vwvewtaws pHPADWIAGAIL uncd N ¢ pl
it vg sy co arm eth K ¢

Touo vw. onuewov p7SRBCLXE 33 H; WH

wepumaTovvtes pSADWXITAAITL unc? N ¢ pm lat sy©
arm Lcif K

ov mepumat. XBCLM al sy s; WH

papruperte p7SACDWXTAGAIL uncd \ ¢ pl lat
Chr K s

paptupeo eote NBL eth(—eote) Or; WH

molevtar pHSADLRWXITAAITL unc® A pl Or (Epiph)
Cyr K s

molovvtar p7SXBO ¢ (Epiph); WH

copate p¥p7SRADWO 1 pm lat K s

copatt vpev B 070 ¢ al a co (sy) eth Cl; [WH]

N7 p’SADWXIAGAII uncd pm lat sa (bo) syP ar eth Cl
Ath K s

kot Tv pPRBLQ 070 al e (bo) sy Bas; WH

ewo pP¥DEGswpPHRSUVI'AA pm (Meth) (Bas) Chr (in
terram it vg Tert) K s

em p7SRABKLMUWXG®OII \ ¢ al Cl Or Archel (Meth)
(Bas) Eus Ath Cyr Antioch; WH

v vegehny pHSDWI'OAII 070 pl Bas K s

vepeAnr p7SRABLXA N ¢ 33 arm; WH

ato dvopwr pYADWXITAGAIL 070 N ¢ uncre
pl(lat) K s

em dvopwv p7SXBL 64; WH
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12:56 ov dokipalete p*SADWIAAIL unc® \ ¢ pl lat sycp
arm K s
ouk oWdarte dokipwalew p7SRBLO 070 33 ff2 1 co syse
sypme eth Marc H; WH
13:5 opowwo p7SADWXTAGAII 070 unc’ ¢ pl K s
wcavtws XBLM 1 33 71 131 244 248 251 cscr gser gypmg
Bas Chr Marc; WH
13:9 &1 3¢ pmye w0 70 pehhov pPADWIXTAGAII uncd \ ¢
pl it vg sy¢ arm Pet K s
gw 7o weN\ov gL de papye p7SRBL 070 33 69 co
Cyr H; WH
13:14 & p*SADWXI'AAII 070 unc® \ ¢ pl it vg etc K s
ot € p7SXBLO gat mm sa bo H; WH
13:15 amayaywv pH3p73RcAB<WI2 unc! ¢ pl Hipp Cyr K s
amayov N*B*O \; [WH]
22:47 em de (pS°)DEHSVI'OA pm b c e ff2 (sa) arm K s
et p7SRABGIMRTUXAII al 1 q vg (sa) bo; WH
22:50 Tov dovhov Tov apxiepews PpSADRWXIAAIL unct vy
pmitvg K s
Tou apxrepewa Tov dovhov NBLT 69 346; WH
23:5  aptapevos p’SADRWXTAGAIL uncd pl it vge sa
(bo)K s
kav apEapevoos NXBLT 0124 (vg) (bo) syc; WH
23:31 ev 1o vypo p7SRADPQWXTAGAIT unc® N ¢ pl Cyr K s
ev vypw BC 0124 pc; WH

JOHN

4:11 m yuvn p%6xX ACDL 083 uncr K ¢
gkewrn N*
— p"B syt co; WH
4:29 mavta ooa pS6p7SAC3DErLWI'AGAII uncd pllat K I s
mavta o NBC* sa bo af ad e q; WH
Movta oca o 579
4:37 o aknbwoo pAC3DI'OAIIZ unc? ¢ 28 pm K s
aAnfwoo NBC*KLWAII* 083 \ 565 700 al; WH
4:39 oca p9SACIDWIAGAII unc® pl lat syP arm K s
a p’SRBC*L b e 1 q co basm sy eth; WH
4:50 o pDWIAAIT uncd y 13 pl K s
ov p75X ABCLO 083 579 H; WH

wv F



4:51

4:53

5:17

5:19

6:42

6:43
6:45

6:71

7:4

7:16

7:41

7:52

8:28

8:38

9:11
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gov p%6cDerLTAGAII unc® A ¢ pl it syP sa bo K s
avtov? p% P7SNABCW 13 pccd fff2 gl
arm Or; WH
ev ekewn pOSRCADILWAOAII unc® pl Cyr K s
ekewn p7SR*BC 1 Chr; WH
0 3¢ woovo pACDLO pl lat K s
o d¢ p7SRBW pc; WH
eav un peop7SADLWO unc pl K s
av un NXB; WH
moo ovw pSSNADLI'AIT unc® N ¢ pm lat (syP) Ath Chr
CyrK s
mwo vov p’BCTWQ bo go arm syh (eth) Ath; WH
Kat oo (SyP)
TWo a e sa sy°
o moovs pSSACDWIAGAIIY uncd ¢ 28 pm K s
wmoova  (p73)RBLT 1 33 sa bo; WH
pe pSACDLW uncre \ ¢ pl OrPt K g
epe p7>NBOT pc Orrt; WH
neNey p®DEFGHMVIAAY 047 33 579 pm it K s
gepnelev p7SBCKLSUII al5° Cyr; WH
Kot gpelhov  N*(cor-Aev)
eV kpumTw TL orer pOSDWIAGA uncd \ ¢ pm lat K s
T ev kpumTo worer p7SXBLXII Chr Cyr; WH
gV KpuTT ToLeL 7L W
o wmoove p**DLTWX®O uncr \ ¢ pl K s
wmaoove  (p73)NB 33 (660) Cyr; WH

allov eheyov p66 XDWIAAZIT uncr! pl syep K

allou de eheyov N ¢ pc bo s

ot e gheyov poocp7SBLXO pc; WH

mpoenT™0o £k ™0 [alihavao p“ XRDWTI'A®AII unc’
¢ppm K s

ek ™0 F'ahhawas mpoenma  po6 p75BLTX
pcs WH

ELTTEV OVY QuTQUD  pB6 p75NDXFA®A uncd ¢ pllat K s

evmev ovv  pb6 BLTW 1 565 1241 a; WH

ewpakate po6 (;or-)X*D(EFGHMA 070 al eop-TAY
unc’ 118 209 579 pl lat sysP sa (bo) (eth) Tert Apol K s

nkovoate p7PRBCKLX 1 13 33 69 229** 249 al10 f go
(bo) sypmeh ar (eth) Or Chr Cyr; WH

vraye pSADWXAGAIIY uncd \ ¢ 892 plitvg K s
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9:17

9:35

10:7

10:18

10:22

10:22

10:26

10:28

10:32

11:21

11:22

11:28
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ot vrarye NBL pc sa bo; WH

ov T pSADWIAGAII uncd® N ¢ plit vg etc K s

T ov p9XBLX bo Cyr; WH

o moovos pOSXRcAD rell K s

moovs  p73R*B; WH

vuw ot pSSRADEFMSWIAGAIIZ N ¢ pm lat K s

v p7’BGKLUXII* 33 700 al a mm arm eth Cyr Lcif;
WH

awper p%(ep )[P73IX D rell K <

npev p¥[P75IN¥B; WH

eyeveto 3¢ p6 RADXO unc’ ¢ Pl lat go sy? K s

gyeveTto Tote  poo °p7SBLW 33 PC sa bo arm; WH

eyeveto N 565 pc (eyeveTto e ToTe gat (co))

ev wpovolvpow  pH[P7PIRDXTAAIT unc’ N ¢ pm K s

£V Tour Lepoadol.  pOS[p7>]JABIWE ¢; WH

kabwo evmov vy p% ADM2XTAIIZY uncé \ ¢ pm it
go sy*P (bo) K s

___ ps6 p75NBKLM*H*W® 33 pc c g vg got sa
bo arm; WH

{omv arwviov ddwpt avrols p66 ADMZT'AGIIVY unc? A
¢ pl it vg go syP Or Eus Chr Bag K s

ddwptL avtows Lomy awvov p“ "P7SRBLM*X 33 157
249 397 sa bo syt arm eth Cyr H; WH

mola kaha epya edewla v pSSDLXIA unc?
¢ ALK s

mol\a epya kaha ederla v pHRAK(O)AIL A
33 al lat

IToA\a epya ederla vpw kaha B 11705 [WH]

IToA\a edewla v epya kaka p7>
(—epya 244; —kala W b sys Theod)

Tov toovy  pASpeop7SACZDLWXO W uncre \ ¢ 565
pl K s

moovv XBC* 213: WH

ala kot pASpseRcAC3DLWOWQ uncre ¢ 22 33 565 pl
lat co K s

kav p7SR*BC*X A 33; WH

oMo 1780

Toavta  pOS[p7S]ADI'AGAIIVQ uncd \ ¢ plit vgsa K s

tovto [p73]XBCLX 59 213 397 pc bo eth go; WH
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11:29 ekew. p6 ACZDEGHKSTAAIIVCQ 0211 \ 28 pl
lat K s
ekew. 8 po6 P7SRBC*LWO 33 69 pc f go co syP; WH
kau ekew. b ff2 ] eth
11:29 epyerar p+5poS(P75)ACZDI'AGAIL unc® N ¢ pl lat K s
npxeto (p75)NBC*LWX 33 itrc H; WH
11:32  papua  p*5p56 RAC3DEZWXTAGAIIY unc’ \ ¢
1241 pI K s
papuap p%6 p7SBC*E*L 33 157 sy H; WH
11:44  wutow o vuows  PpH5PSSRA(C)DXTAGAIT unc? A
¢plKs »
o wmoovo avrowe LW Or'2; WH [o]
moovo avtows p7SBC* am for ing? sa bo OrYs
avrowos 157
o wmoovs 700 a r sy®
11:54 3dwetpBev p*5p%6 ADIXTAGAIIVY uncre \ ¢ 33 pl
latt Ks
epewey  (p% )p7SBLW 249 397 398 400 579 892 1241
‘ sypmg Or; WH
11:57 evroanv p%[p7S]ADLXTAGAII unc® ¢ 33 pm latt
coKs
gevtohao [p73]RBIMW \ (28) 565 al H; WH
12:1 o 7ebvmkoc po[p7S]ADITAGAII unc? \ pl (it) go bo
syP arm K s
[p7SIRBLXW (it) sa (sy) H; WH
12:16 ov padnrar avrov pSADLWXTA uncre? \ ¢ pl K s
avtou ou padnTar p7SXBO 579; WH
ov padnrar KII
12:22 \eyovow poSDWO pl K I s
kot Aeyovow p7SXBAL pc; WH
12:34 ov Aeyewo pSSRADIAGAII uncd® \ ¢ pm it vgsa K s
Aeyews ov p7SBLWX bo sy H; WH
13:2  yevopevov p%(yevapevou)RCADSTAGAII uncd \ ¢ 33
pllat K s
ywopevov R*BILWX pc d rl H; WH
13:3 3edwkev poo[p7S]ADXI'AGAII unc’ ¢ 33 118 209 1241
plK s
edokev [p7PINBKLW A\ pc H; WH
13:18 ovo pSo[p7S|]ADWIAGIIV unc’ A ¢ pm K s
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13:18

13:20

13:21
13:22

13:23

13:24

13:25

13:26

13:26

13:26

13:29

13:29
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Twao [p73]XRBCLM 33 157 Or Cyr; WH

pet epov  poe[p7SINADWI'AGAIIY uncd N ¢ pl it vg go
sp bo sysP arm K s

wov  [p>]BCL pc vgr sa; WH

eav p66 DEFGHSUT'A®GA N ¢ pl Or Chr K s

av p% (A)BCI KLMXII 33 al Cyr; WH
0 LMooVT p*66 ACDWXT'A® uncr X ¢ pl K s

wmaoova  p%6 NBL; WH

ovw poSR*DLWXTAGAII unc® \ ¢ pl lat go (sy) boCyr
Ks

__ XcBCWV¥ 16 245 e; WH

ot 61 64 1093 al12 a sy*P eth Or

de pOSRACZDWXTAGAIT uncd® \ ¢ pm a ¢ f ff2 q go sa
bo syP K s

— BC*LW 3 80 87 fscr (Or); WH

o vg (Or)

muheobaL TLo av v TEPL p66 AWTA(O®)AIT uncd \ ¢ pl
(sy) K s

. T. av € ovtoo w. D

Kot Aeyer avtw eure Two eatw mept BCILX: WH

muheaBar TLO oY €LT) TEPL OV EAEYEV KOL AEYEL QUT®
ELTTE TLQ, EOTLY TEPL N

(Note: pb6 obscure here, but not the same as B)

EMTETOV p“ N*AC3DWI'AOAII2Z unc’ N ¢ pm K s

avameowv (p%6 )N BC*KLXIT* H; WH

Bavao o Yoptov po(suBadac . . . . ADKWII A 42
565 pc) NXT'AOA unc8 ¢ it vg go syP K s

Bavw 0 Ywpov BCL sa bo; WH

emdwow poORF*AD(W)XI'AGAII uncd \ ¢ pm it vg go
syP K s

kat dwow avtew BC so bo (arm eth); WH

Kot dw avtw L

70 Yopov ddwor pOR*ADWIAGAIT unc? \ ¢ pm it
vgco K s

70 Yoprov AapPBaver kot 3d. X2B(—710)CLMX 33 sypms
eth Or; WH (B—10) (WH: [70])

o wudac pSCDEGHKSIAGAIIY 1241 al K s

wovdac XABFLMUX \ ¢ 33 al Or; WH

o wmoovo pS6ACDLWI'A® uncreo pl K s



14:4

14:7

14:7

14:14

14:26
15:4

16:23

17:13

18:10

18:20

ACTS
4:34

5:3

5:8

7:13
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imoovo NB pc Or; WH. (omit both: N 565 pc)

kot T 0dov owdaTte p%6 AC3DNI'AGAII unc’ v ¢ pl lat
go sysPh sa Chr Cyr K s

MV ogov  ps6 RBC*LQWXVY 33 pc a r! bo; WH

kot o apte pSORACIDNWIAGAIT* unc? ¢ pl lat go
coK s

am apt. BC*LQXII? A 33 H; WH

sopakate avtov pSRC3IDLNQWXA® \ ¢ rell lat Ath
(Ir) Tert K s

ewpakatg BC* r! vg) (Ir); WH

eyo p% RDEGHKM2QSUXTAII plae fff2sygo K s

Touto  p7SABLAZY 060 33 124 249 262 pc lat co; WH

ToUTO EYyw PO

gyo Touto M*

— [p*6]p7SRADI'A® \ ¢ rell K s

eyo [p%]BL 33 127; WH

pewn [p7?]pADXTAGAIT unc’ N ¢ pllat K s

pevn XBL pc; WH

£V Tw ovopaTt ov dwaet vy  (p22)AC3DW GAAIIY A
¢ pl it vg bo sy K s (+ all other vss)

dwoeL v gv T ovopaTtt pov XRBC*LXYA 397 sa Or
Cyr; WH

ev avtows pOOR*C3DLYT'AGA unc’ N ¢ pm K s

ev eavtors RCABWXIIV al; WH

eV Tawo Kapdiowo savtov C*

oTov (p)AC3DYI'AGAII unc \ ¢ pl vss Cyr K s

wTtapov pSONBC*LWX pc sypme; WH

ehalnoa peC3DsuPPWI'@AIT* unc? ¢ pm Bas Chr K s

Aehadmka NABC*LXYAAZ 565 all0 Cyr; WH

7o vimpxev pSDEPY 431 623 920 1518 pm Chr K s
T v p7*RAB(mv mwo)F al H; WH

wetpoa  (p8)DP pl Thphl K s

o weTtpos NABE pc bser cat Chr; WH

o metpoo pSDEP pl Or Chr K s

weTpoo NXAB pc; WH

70 yevoo Tov wone p¥DHP pl Chr K s

70 yevoo wome BC 47; WH
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70 yevoo avrov p74NAE 40 t vg arm

7:18 etepoc (p*S)DEHP 69 81 pm gig syP Chr K s
etepoo emavyvntov p/4RABC al?0 cat vg co syPms
arm eth; WH
7:19 exbeta ta Bpeem p**DEHP pl cat Chr K s
Ta Bpeem ekbeta p7*NABC; WH
8:17 ewmembouv p¥D*EHLP pm Chr K s
emeTOecar p74RAD? al Eus Did Cyr; WH
emeTlooav B
ememlewoar C
8:18 70 aywov p*p7*ACAEHLP pl vg sy bo arm eth Bas Chr
Ks
_ NB saConst; WH
10:19 {mrovow p*SACDEHLP pl Const Did Cyr Chr etc K s
{nTouvtec p7*XB 81; WH
13:9 ko atevwoac p¥DEHP pl sy arm eth Thphl K s
atevicas p7*RABCL 33 pc cat vg sa Chr Lcif; WH
13:25 t1wa pe p*CDEHLP pl vg bo sy arm Chr K s
o epe p74NAB 81 sa eth; WH
14:21 wkovwov p*DHLP pl e Bas Chr K s
ewo wkovwov p74NABCE®* pc cat sy; WH
16:3  mdsloav yap aTOVTET TOV TATEPA QUTOV OTL EAATV
p¥DEHLP pl sy arm Chr Thphl K s
nd. yap amw. oL eEAAMY o Tatnp avrov p’*RABC pc
aser cat; WH
ROMANS
8:34  pallov de kav pDEFGKL pm it vge syP Cyr Chr
Thdrt Amb Hil K s
pailov e RABC 33 pc (3scr: g k 1) co arm eth Or;WH
9:11 kaxkov p*DEFGKL 33 p/ Chr Euth Thdrt Thphl Oec
Ks
eaviov XAB pc Or Dam; WH
9:27 katokewppa p*X DEFGKLP pl Thdrt K s
vmohewppa N*AB Eus; WH. (vrokatal. 47)
10:5 ek Tov vopov p*DEFGKLP rell arm Chr Thdrt Dam

Ks
ek vopov NB; WH

eK MOTEWT A

eth




10:5

11:8

11:21

11:31

14:5

15:14

15:15
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ev avtows pHONDEFGKLP pl sy Chr Thdrt Amb K s

ev avrn N*¥AB 33 436 1908 d** e vg go co Or
Dam; WH

kabwo p*ACDEFGLP rell Pet Chr etc K s

kabamep XB 81; WH

pnmoo ovde gov pDFGL pl vg sy ar go Chr Thdrt
(Antio) Thphl Oec Ir Cyp Ambst K s

ovde gov RABCP pc co Or Aug Orcis (Antio) Dam; WH

avtov ehenbwow p*ADPEFGL pld e f g vg sy ar eth
go Or Chr Thdrt Amb al K s

avtov vov ghend. XBD* 4** bo Dam

avtouv vaTtepov eN. 5 33 88 sa

oo pev p*RBDEFG pl sy co ar eth Or Chr Thdrt Aug
Ks

oo pev yap NACP 309 326 d e f g vg go Bas Dam
Ambst; [WH]

waono p*ACDEFGL pl Chr Thdrt K s

waomo ™o NBP 101 462 1739 kser nser Cl Dam; WH

vy adelgor pONDEFGLP rell lat sy arm Thdrt Dam
Ambst al K s

v R*ABC co eth Or Chr Cyr Aug; WH

I CORINTHIANS

3:3

3:5

3:13

4:6

4:14

kav duyootaciar pYDEFGL pm it vgd sy ir Cyp (Amb)

Thdrt Aug Pel Hier Mar K s
XABCP 8min m r vg sa bo eth arm Cl Or

Eus; WH

TW0o . .. T pCDerEerFerGerLP pl sy co ar Chr Thdt
Thphl Oec K s

TL...7 X*AB 33 pcdef gr vgeth Euth Dam Aug
Amb Pel . . .; WH

wup p*NDEL pl lat syP co arm eth (Cl) (Or) (Chr) Cyr
(Thdt) Dam Ambst K s

wup avto ABCP 33 pc (sy) (Or) Eus Bas (Chr)
Pro (Thdt); WH

amolw p*N2CDEFGLP pl Or Chr Thdt K s

amolwv R*AB*; WH

voubetw p*BDEFGLWY 105 901 pl lat Chr Thdt
Dam Amb K ¢

vovBeTwv NACP 3 6 pc Thphl; WH
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4:17

9:2

10:9

11:3

11:15

11:32

12:3

12:24

13:11

14:21

14:39

15:31
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Tekvov pov pDEFGL pldefgvg (Or) Thdt...K s

pov tekvov XABCHP 33 69 1739 pc; WH

™0 epno amoagtokno p*SDEFGKL pl K s

pwov ™o amoagtoAnag NXBP[AC] 33 1739 pc; WH

xprotov p*DEFGKL pm latt sy co Marc Ir Cl Or Aug
Amb Pel Chr¥% Thphl Oec K s

kvpwov XBCP 2 33 al syhme arm eth Epiph Chr% Theo
Jo-Dam Sed Cassiod; WH

fsov A 1288

xpwotov p*CFGKLP pl Or Mai Eus Chr Thdt Dam K s

Tov Xpwotov XABDE 33 pc Cl Eus Chr Euth; WH

dedotar p*®DFGKLVY 6 al Tert Pel Aug K

dedotaw avrn NAB 33 al H s; WH

avtn dedotar CHP 1739 al

kvpwov p*ADEFGKLP pl Bas Caes Chr (Dam) Cyr
Euth Thdrt K ¢

Tov kupwov  XBC 33 pc Cl (Dam); WH

avaf. moovw p*DEGKLP pl d e g harl sa sypmser Or
Chr (Cyr) Thdt Dam Novat Hil Ceter K s

avad. tmoovs RABC 6 33* pc bo ar eth sy Euth
(Cyr) H; WH

avad. onoov F 33** f m vg (Cyr) Ath Did Hil Amb

vatepourtt p*oX DEFGKL pl Marc Or Chr Theo al K s

votepovpeve N*ABC 33 1611 1739 pc Meletius; WH

wo vnmoo  (before vb thrice) p*DEFGKLPW pl vge!
arm sy Tert Cl%2 Amb Pel Heir’s Aug Faust K s

oo vnmoo  (fol vb thrice) RXAB 33 1739 pc vge! sa bo
Clv2 HierY2; WH

etepows p*DEFGKLP pl latt sy Marc Or Hipp Chr Cyr
Thdt Dam al K s

etepov XAB 33 pc Euth; WH

adehpor p*B3D*EFGKL pm it vg?! basm arm Amb
Pel al K s

adehgpor pov RABD W 1 1739 al vgre sy sa bo Chr Thdt
Dam al; WH

kavxnow p*DEFGL pm d e f g (arm) Or Chr Thdt
Dam al K s

kovxnow adedgor XABKP 69 r vg sy go sa bo basm
(arm) eth Dial Euth Aug al H; WH
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IT CORINTHIANS

1:19 woovo xpwotoo p*RBDEFGKLP pl it vg K s
xpLoToo tmooves  R*ACWY 543; WH
wmoovs 33

Chr

GALATIANS

5:7 1 aknlewa p*RCDEFGKL rell Euth Thdt Dam K ¢
aAnbsia X*AB 062 33*; WH
5:24 xpwtov p*DEFGKLWY 6 pl lat go syP arm Cl Marc Chr
Euth Thdt Or Cyp Hier Cyp Amb K s
xproTov tmoov  XABCN P 33 436 1908 pc sa bo Bas Cyr
Dam Aug; WH
6:10 exopev p*AB3CDEFGKLP pl (habemus it vg etc)
Marc CI K s
exopev NXB* 6 33 69 pc; WH

EPHESIANS
5:2 mpoac p*RDEFGKL pl lat sy bo ar go Bas Chr Thdt
Dam Hier Amb K s
vpao X*ABP 69 pc sa eth Cl Euth Dam Thphl Vict;
WH
6:5 kvprows kata gapka p*DEFGKL pl Chr Thdt Oec
K s (dominis carnalibus it vg)
kata oapka kvpwowa NABP 33 69 pc Cl Bas Chr Euth
Dam Thphl; WH

PHILIPPIANS
2:5  Tovuto yap epover. p*RDEFGKLP pl d e f g m5 go syP
Chr Thdt Dam Hil Vict Amb al K s
Touto epovel. N*ABC 33 69 pc kser co arm eth Or Euth;
WH

COLOSSIANS
4:12 xpwotov p*DEFGK pl d e f g go sy eth (ar) Chr Thdt
Dam Amb K s
xproTtov tmaov NABCL 33 69 pc vg co (ar) Euth
Aug Pel; WH
wmoov xpratov P 442 436 arm
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HEBREWS
7:22 «kpevrtovos p*ORSACDEKLP rell Ath Chr Thdt Thph
Ks
kat kpevrtovoo N*¥BC*35 1610 1831 2298 Dam; WH
kav 920 .
10:1  duvwatar p*D* EHKL 1739 pm lat basm co Or Thdt
Oec Chr K s
dwwavtar XACDP P 33 69 al Chr Euth Dam Thph;
[WH] .

12:25 eguyov pHReDe( =eevye)KILLM pl Thdt (Dam) K s
effugerunt d f vg
eéeouyor R*ACP 33 pc cat®t Chr Cyr (Dam); WH

13:6 kaivov p*NcACPDKLM pl arm sy? Chr Euth Thdt K s
ov NR*C*P 33 209* d f vg sy co eth; WH



LIST IIT

Papyrus-Byzantine-Alexandrian Alignments
Followed by Westcott and Hort
But Opposed by Westerns

List 3 displays instances where the mainlines of the tradition read
together against the Western text. The notation of such alignments
is worthwhile for several reasons. First, they show that such read-
ings existed early in Egypt. That is, the Alexandrian text itself goes
back that far with the Byzantine witness accompanying it. Second,
such alignments help to reveal or set off distinctively Western read-
ings. Third, if the Byzantine text is an independent text-type, then
such alignments as these, with or without papyri, would constitute
a doubling of the external evidence for readings where the Byzan-
tine and the Alexandrian were together in their support. Finally, a
more balanced picture of early Byzantine agreements and kinds of
readings can be obtained if all the possible alignments with papyrus
and Byzantine readings are tabulated. For the tabulated results as to
kinds of readings involved in the alignments of List 3 see the tables,
particularly Table 5, and the Charts, which summarize the statis-
tical data of the tables.

MARK

7:6 oo yeypamtaw pHRABLW ¢ 700 pl s: WH
kau evev D (c ff2 dicens, g2 dicens ante hypocrit.)
oo eurev N\ 565 arm (a b qui dixit)
oo evmrey O

175
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7:29 3w Toutov Tov Aoyov vraye pSNRABLWO ¢ rell s; WH
vmarye dua 7. 7. Aoyov (D) A 565700 ab c f gli q n sy
8:15 oparte p*SRABCLW o rell s; WH
DO \ 565 it sys pc

LUKE
7:47 o apoptiar avmo  (p7)BEGHILMSYVXT'AGAE pm q
go co Bas K s; WH
avtno at apapticr RAFKWII 69 al go co Cl
avi ol D (21
10:36  mwynowv dokel ool yeyovevar p7SRABCLWXTAGAE
unc® ¢ pm; WH
dokel gou mAnowov yey. p* 1 al it vg Or s
dokeld mAnaov yeyovevar D e
11:13 vmapyxovrea p*p’SABCEFGHLRSUVWI'AGA \ ¢ pm
s; WH '
ovtes XDKMXII al Marc
11:43 7o papwoatows p*3p7SABCLWXTAGAIL uncd \ ¢ pl f
1vgs; WH
eapoator. XD amm b ce ff21 g sye Cl
11:54 evedpevovtea avrov p45p7SABCLWALII uncd N ¢ pl vg
(f) sy eth s; WH
evedpevovted NOX 1308 am co lat
_ Dabceilgsycarm
12:27 moo avaver . . . vmber pHp7SRABLQWXIAAII 070
unc® \ ¢ pl f q g! vg sy? bo K s; WH
o ovre vnoeL ovte voaw D a sycs Cl Tert
14:1  eNBew p*p7SRABLW A pm K s; WH
ewoeNbeww DMO ¢ 28 69 157 al it vg sa bo arm
14:22 7o p%p7SRABLWO ¢ pl K s; WH
——  DNAXbcffZil qmtsys
16:6 Batovs p7SABIIPTAGAII unc® \ ¢ pm co syPmeer a b
ff2 q gat K s; WH
Badovoe NXLWX 127 237 pc Or
kaBovs D2 713
kadovs D* 1241 pce fi (1) r! vg Chr
22:19,20 10 cwpa pov + TO UTEP . . . EKXUVVOREVOY P7d
rell Marc or Tert K H s; [[WH]]
To cwpa pov (om rest of 19 & all of 20) D a ff2 1 1 sysc
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24:6  ouvk eoTw wde oA\ myepdn p75 rell H K s; [[WH]]
(C*—al\a; W aveatn; al\ C3AT'AO ¢ pm K)
Dabeff21]
nyepbn sa bo Marc; nyepbn ek vekpwv ¢
24:12 o 3¢ weTpoo . . . yeyovoo p/SNABILWXTAGAII unc®
pl c f ff2 vg sy°ph sa bo eth Eus H K s; [[WH]]
(om vs 12) D a b el fu sy? ¢ Marc
24:51 om QUTEV KQL QVEQEPETO ELT TOV ovpavoy p7R
ABCLXTI'A OAII unc? pl ¢ f q vg sy? Cyr H K s;
([WHI]
am avtor X¥*D abe ff2 1 sys
24:52 Tlpookuvmoavtes avrov vieaTpePar p7SRABCO unc!3
rell ¢ f q vge K H s; [[WH]]
vmeoTp. D a b e ff2 1 Aug (mpook. vireatp. 700 pc)

JOHN

4:51 dovhot avtov p6p’SABCWIAGAII unc?® pl K s; WH
dovhovo NDLlabcefff2lvg
7:8  eyw ovmw pp7SBLTWXIAGA unc’ A ¢ 33 pm f g2 d
syPh sa Nonn K s; [WH]
eyw ouk RDKMII af lat sysc bo arm Epip Chr Amb
10:11 Tmow p%p7> rell K s; WH
ddwow p¥R*D e b ffiq vg sys bo (Cl)
10:34 vopow vpov p%p75RX2ABLX uncr’ vg sa bo (sy)K s; WH
vopw p¥NR*DO 1170 it?lsys geo Tert Eus Hil
11:35  edakpvoev p%(p75S)ABCLX unc™ pl sa syP Chr And K
: s; WH
kau edakpuoer R*DO 61 346 788 828 1010 lat sysP ar
gg bort
edakp. de 1093 1216
edakp. ovv 317

ACTS
5:10 e&eveykavteo ebaav pHSRAB rell s; WH
ovoTelNavTeT eEeveykay kat efaPov Der syph
5:16 ouvtweo eepa. amavtes pRABEP pl vg etc K s; WH
kot ewwvto mavtes D gig p sa Lcf
5:31 defwa p*SNRAB rell s; WH
doén D* gig p sa Irlat

*
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6:2

6:9

6:15

8:23

10:33

10:38

12:20

13:27

13:33

13:47

16:18

16:36

17:14

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

eatw nuao PpSRABEHP pl K H s; WH

gotw Muw CD (vpww 899 af) g p

egomww Dam

kav agwas pHSRBCD2EHP pl vg co sy arm eth s; WH

AD¥* ]2lect d

KO ATEVITQVTET €L QUTOV TaVTED oL Kabelopevol
p¥RABC rell s; WH

kau Mrevilov 8¢ avt® TaVTET oL kabnuevor
Der (gg d)

£L0 yap XOAMY mikpLao Kat gvvdsopor p*3p74RABC rell
k H s; WH

gV yap WKPLAT XOAT Kot guvdsopw D* Irlat

wavta Ta mpoaTeTaypeva gov pH3p74XBC rell s: WH

TQ TPOTT. oOL TavTe A

T wpoaT. oov D 96 142 160 sa

oo p*p74NcABCEHLP pl! Chr Thdt K H s; WH

oo X* 33 pc Thphl

ovtooc D (ol sy sa Ir

vty T xepar pp74RAB rell s; WH

Tao xwpao avtov D 242 vg Lcif

avrov T mohww E 33

Taoc govas pHRABC rell s; WH

Ta0 ypagaoc DE

moovr p*RBC rell s; WH

Tov KupLov tmoovr xpwotov D (614) sa Amb

TOV KupLov Mpwv wmoovy 137 syPms Hil

oUTOV €K VEKpWY A

evteTaltan pNABC rell s; WH

evteAeTon 3 61

evteTakey D* 47mg escr Cyr Thdrt

e&ehOeww pBNABC rell Eust Chr Ps-Ath Euth ¢; WH

wa egeNdno D g gig Lcif

ekeNbe 33

ev ewpnum p¥p74ABC rell s; WH (swo eipnymy R)

—  Dygig

wopevechar pHp74RAB rell s; WH

ameNbew D

ROMANS

5:18

dwkawwpatos ptORABC pl s; WH
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70 dikawwpa DEG 69 syp
kot dikawwpa F
5:19@¢gvoa p*oNABC pl s; WH
gvoo avBpomov D*FG d* f g Ir Cyr Aug
6:2 ovrweos p*SRABCD rell Cl Tert Aug al s; WH
owtwves yap FG d e fgvg sy Or Amb
6:8 ocwinoopev p*XABDEL pl d e m** vg Eus Cl Chr s;
WH
ow{nocopery CKP 104 205 460 kser Bas Dam Thphl
ow{noopeba FG
6:8 avro p*RABCDSEKLP rell m®! fu dimid tol vgs co ar
(sy) eth Tert Or Eus Bas Chr Amb Aug s; WH
o xproto D*EFG d e f g vge am harl marian (sy)
8:20 ovyx skovoa Pp*RABCD rell s; WH
o Ochovoa FG (Latin?’ non volens) d e f g vg Ir Or Hil
Amb
8:21 otv p*ABCD<EKLP pl s; WH
dwort XD*FG
ala 179
8:22 owwdwer p*RABCD pl s; WH
odvver FG (cf various lat rendreings in Tisch.)
8:32 00 ye Tovu WLov vov ovk spewoato PORABC pl s; WH
00 ovde vwov Wov spswoato (D)FG
8:35 T p*NABCD pl Or Eus Cyr Tert Cyp Anti Lcif
s; WH
7o oww FG d* f g m*? vge arm Or
8:37 Tov ayammoavrtoo pRABCKL pl sy co arm go Cl Or
Eus Bas Chr Thdt Dam Amb Aug K H s; WH
Tov ayamnoavta DEFG d e f g vg Tert Or Cyp Lcif
Hil
8:38 avyyelow p*RABC pl Or Eph Bas Ant Hil Aug Cl
s; WH
ayyehoo DEFG de fgco Amb Aug
9:1 xpwrtw pNABCD<KL pl vgreél Or Arch Did Aug
s; WH
xpwotw tmoov  D¥*EFG d e f g arm Or Ath Amb
9:1 ev wvevpate p*RABCD pl s; WH
ow mvevpatt FG g
9:3  amo p*NABCFKL pl s; WH
vrro DEG
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9:3

9:3

9:5

9:5

9:6
9:8
9:14
9:17
10:5

10:8

10:8

10:20
11:4
11:7
11:14

11:17

11:31
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ovyyevov wov p*RABC pl Or Eus Bas Thdr Dam s;
WH
ovyysvov D*FG d* g go Or Chr Cyr Amb Aug
kata pRABC pl s; WH
Tov kata DEFG aser Bas Thdt
ou. (p*)XABCD pl s; WH
—__ FG
kav p*RABCD pl Ir Or Chr Caes Ath Hil Aug Amb
s; WH
— FG fgHip Epip Cyp Hil
wpamA@ pRABKL pl tol co Or Caes Cyr Aug s; WH
wpanmittar  DEFG vg arm Or Chr Amb Aug
Tov Bgov p*ONABD pl Or s; WH
6eov FG Or Chr
70 0cw p*SNABD EKLP pl Cl Or Thdr al s; WH
0ew D*FG
omwa® p4XABD pl s; WH
omwo av FG
avbpwmoos pRABD pl 5; WH
_ FGfgsyare Chr
Aeyer pPORABKLP pl tol go sy Chr Cyr Dam Aug
s; WH :
Aeyer M ypaen DE 33 pc d e vge am fu harl arm Or al
n ypaem Aeyer FG f g bo eth
70 pnpa eotw  PpAONAB pl Or Chr Thdt Cyr Dam
s; WH
eoTw 170 pnae DEFG d e f g vg go arm Or Hil Amb
amotohpa  pHONABCLP pl d** vg sy Or s; WH
_ D*EFGd*efg
7 Baal p*RABCD pl Iust Or Eus s; WH
7o Baah FG
eminter p*RABCD pl s; WH
eme{nter FG 5336441 d e f g vg sy Or Amb
pov v capka pRABC pl s; WH
v capka pov DEFG
gyevov post ehawac pONABC pl vg go syP Ir s; WH
gyevov post cvvkowwvos D*FG kser d f g co eth Or
Amb
ovtor pRABC pl s; WH



12:3

12:4

12:5

12:13

13:4

13:9

13:10

14:16

15:4

15:13
15:13
15:14

15:14

15:16
15:18

15:20
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avror D*FG 88 syrms

wap o dev epoveww pNRABD pl Ir Or s; WH

_ FG42s5fg

kabamep p*RAB pl s; WH

wowep D*EFG

eapey p*SRABD pl Or Eus s; WH

— FGfg

xpewaws p*RABDPELP pl e f vge Or Chr Thdr Thdt
Dam Thphl Oec Aug s; WH

prewawe D*FG d* g am ap Or Hil Amb Aug al

ekdikoo ewa opynv p*(eydikod)XSABLP pm guelph vg
sy co ar eth go Ir Or s; WH

e opynv ekdikoo XR*¥DPCE al25 d*** Chr Thdt

exdikoo D*FG 1944 d* f g

70 yap p*XRABD pl Cl Or s; WH

veypamtar yep rG fg Amb

mAnpopa ovr pR(A)BDPEL pl f vg sa bo syP Cl Or
Chr Thdt Dam Aug . .. s; WH

wAnpopa 8¢ D*FG d e g m!6 eth Aug . . .

mAnpwpe P 88 12lect

ow p*NABCD pl Cl Or s; WH

— FG3fggoarm

wpoeypaen (p*©)XRACDELP pl s; WH

wpooeypaem D*FG

eypaen B def g m?® vg arm eth Or Cl Amb

ev o moTevew pONABC pl s; WH

— DEFG d* e f g m? arm Vig

ev® pRABC pl s; WH

— D*EFer G 104 328 g Chr

ayabocuvmoe p*¢ABCD pl Cl Or Delar s; WH

ayatmo FGdefgm% vg Amb al

duvapevor kaw aAAmiove p*ONABCDPP pl s; WH
(aX\ovo L al’0 g sy Or ql)

alAnhovo duvvapevor Der cEFG

ewar p*RABC pl s; WH

veveogbar D*FG

katepyacato pRABCP pl s; WH

katnpyacato DEFGL

ovx omov p*SRABCD<DP(ovk) pl s; WH
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15:22

15:23

15:24

15:24

15:30

15:33

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

omov ovk D*FG f g Chr

gvekomTouny p*RABCLP rell s; WH

evekormr DEFG

exwv@® p4RABC pl s; WH

exw D*FG 69 103 242 oscr d* f g

mopevopar p*RABC pl Chr Dam al s; WH

mopegvopor  DEFGP al'5 Euth

mopevoopa L 464**

mopsvowpar  Thdt

vyap p*RABCDELP pl (co) syP Euth Thdt Dam Thphl
Oec s; WH

— FGdefgvgsyare (co) arm eth Or

mpocevyaws p*RABC pl s; WH

wpoagsvyows vpev DEFG 356me nser** d e f g vge co

eth

sipnvno  pRABCDe pl s; WH

sipnvmo 1o  D*EFG

16:1 8¢ p*NRABCDYELP pl d*** e vg sy co Or Chr Thdt
Dam Amb s; WH
— D*FGd*fgarmeth
16:5 ew xpwotov p*RABCLP pl s; WH
ev xpwotw DEFG all0 '
16:7 xpwoto p*RABC pl Or s; WH
xproTtw tmoov DEFG d* f g Amb al
16:9 ev xpwotw p*RABLP pl am fu semid harl tol sy co eth
Or Chr Thdt Dam Amb s; WH
ev kupuw CDEFG 69 102 218 1912 d e f g arm Chr
16:17 oxomew p*RABCLP pl vg Or s; WH
acpalwo okomerte DEFG d* e f g mé! Auct
16:18 kav svhoywaa pHRABCLP pl d*** mé! vg Or s; WH
D*EFG 3 33 76 218 327 336 425 d* e f g Chr
16:20 m xapw . .. ped vpov pPRABCLP pl d*** vg Or
Amb s; WH
— DEFGd*efg
16:27 coow Bew p*RABC pl s; WH
0ew copw DE de
I CORINTHIANS
1:8  ev ™ muepa p*RABCLP pl r sy co arm eth Or s; WH

ev ™ mapovowe DEFG d e f g Amb Cass



1:9

1:10

1:16

1:26

1:29

1:30

2:3

2:11

2:11

2:12

3:3
3:4

3:17

3:19

4:5
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3 p#XABC pl Or Sev Chr Thdt Eus Phot s; WH

ve Dsr FerGer

ToU KUpLov MUy tmoov xpuotov pONABCLP pl r vg sy
co arm eth Or Cyp Amb s; WH

XPLOTOV LMoov Tov Kupwov ueov DSE e

LMOOV XPLOTOU TOU Kuptov Mpuwv Flom tov)Gd f g

eBammioa p*NABC pl s; WH

BeBamtika D*FG

vap p*RABC pl d e r vg Ir Or Eus s; WH

ovv DerEerFG 93 f g eth

youvr Pamph

kavymonrar p*NABCDEL pl s; WH

kavxmoetar FGP bser gser

dikaroovvm te  p*ORABCD*** pl Or Dial Eus Cyr
s; WH

kot dikatoovrn D**FG Or

dukatoovrny D*

ev pofw kau v Tpopw pRABC pl 5; WH

ev eoPw kau Tpopw DE 1926 d e

eoBw kat Tpopw FG 76 f g r vg Ambst

Tov avBpwmou@ pRABCD pl Or Eus Bas Ant 5; WH

FG f g it arm Or Hil Amb

Ta Tov Beov  pPNABC pl Or s; WH

70 Tou feov Der

Ta gV T0 Bsw FerG g Hil

koopov p*RABCLP pl fu harl* tol sy eth Just Or Eus
Ath Bas Epip Novat s; WH

koopov Toutov  DEFG f g it vge co arm Bas Cyr

gapkikor pRABCDCELP pl Euth Cl s; WH

oapkwor D*FG

Aeyn mwo pORABCLP pl (LP=A\evyeL Two) s; WH

o Aeyn DEFG de fgr Ambst

Tovtov p*RBCLP pl sa bo syP eth Or Eus Chr Cyr Did
Thdt Dam s; WH

avrov ADEFG 205 326 sy arm Or

T0 0sw pRABLP pl Euth Or Dion Eus Herm Chr
Thdt Dam s; WH

0cww CDEFG 221 bser oscr Cl Or

oo p*XABC pl Or Amb Ambst s; WH

D*EFG d e fg Aug
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4:8

4:14

5:1

5:3

5:5

6:1

6:15

7:2

7:9

7:14
7:17

7:24

7:26

7:28

7:28

7:29

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

ve p*SRABC pl s; WH
D*FG

ypaew Tavta p*RABCLP pl s; WH

Tavra ypaew DEFG d e f g kser vg

Twa Tov Tatpoa exsw p*RABC pl s; WH

Tov atpoo exew Twa DEFG

Tovto p*RABCD pl s; WH

—__ FG

Tov Towoutov p*NRABD pl d e t vg Or Dial Lct 553 WH

avrov Fe'G g sy cth

mpaypa exwv mpos Tov etepov pRABC pl vg sy Cl
Dam s; WH

wpoo Tov eTepov mpaypa exwv DEFG 1926 de f g co
go Chr Thdt Thphl Cyp Aug Ambst

woprmao weln p*NABC pl Or Dial Meth s; WH

pekn mopvne DEFG d e f g vg Ant Ir Or Tert
Cyp Lcif

tac mopvewas p*SNABCDLP pl Cl Or Meth Tert Chr s;
WH

v wopviav FG f g vg sy Tert Or Cyp Ambst

ouk gykpatevovtar pORAB3CD3KLP (B*D* svkp-) pl
Or Meth s; WH

ov kpatevovtar FG

yuvarke p*RABCKLPQ pl s; WH

yuvarke T ot DEFG it vg sy are Cl Tert

dwatacgoopar p*RABC pl s; WH

dwdaokw D*EFG it vg

ev ® ekAmOn adehgpor p*RAB pl s; WH

adelpol ev w ekAnbn D(ekAndnTe)EFG d e f g Ambst

ev w ekAmOn 104 206 241 255 326 2831 ascr Thdt

otL kahov p*XAB pl Or Meth Bas s; WH

otu kahov eoTww D*FG it vg sy

ynprn p*XRAB 459 pl Or Meth Bas s; WH

vapn D*FG

™ oapke p*RAB pl Or Meth Bas Dam s; WH

ev ™ ocapke D*FG

o katpoos p*SNABKLP pm m7° vg Meth Eus Bas Thdt
Tert Ambst s; WH

otL 0 kawpoos DEFGVY 319 642 al it vg™s sy co basm
arm Dam Tert Or Thphl



7:32
7:36

7:39

7:40
8:4

8:10

8:13

8:13

9:7

9:9

9:16

9:18

9:22

9:22

9:24

10:8
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0 kvpww p*RABD pl Meth Eus Bas Eph Epip s; WH

To 0ew FG f g vg Or Cyp Amb Tert

vyapertooay p*ORAB(KLP =+vyapnt-) pl 53 WH

vaperrw D*FG 1108 1611 g sy arm Epip Aug

yapmonxar p*ORABDL*(yapmoar) pl Cl Or Epip Bas
s; WH

vyapmbn FGdefgvg Tert

exew p*RABD pl f vg Or Novat Hier s; WH

exw FG d* g it Tert Ambst

ovdev p*RABD pl s; WH

ovdev eatww FG f g m3 vg sy co Ir Or Aug Ambst

T eWdwhobuta ey p*ONAB pl s; WH

eaOiew Ta ewWdwhobvta DEFG d e f g vg Or
Aug Ambst

Bpopa p*RABD pl s; WH

70 Bpopa FG

pov@  pRABDYe EKLP pl sy co basm arm eth Cl Bas
Aug Amb s; WH

— D*Fgdefgvgit Cyp Aug Ambst

eaOer p*RAB pl s; WH

eagbuer kav mwer DEFGdefg

Twv Boov p*RABC 915 pl s; WH

wepL Twv Bowv DEFG 104 177 181 326 337 441 618 999
1311 12%ct jt vg Or

kavxnpa p*R2ABCKLP pl vg sy sa bo arm eth Or Chr
Euth Thdt Dam Aug Ambst s; WH

xapwoe N*DEFG d e f g it Ambst

7 géovoa  p*RABC pl s; WH

™ gfovaowar D*FG 38

™o eéovoras 181 1836 1898

acgbeveow p*RABC pl s; WH

acgBevovoww DEFG

wavtwo Twaos prORABC pl s; WH

Tavtoo Twa 1311

wavtac DEFG it vg

Tovo mavtas 33 Cl Or Mac

ovtwo  P1SRABCD pl 3 WH

eym de Neyo vpw ovtwe DFG f g Ir Cyp Ambst

woprevopey . . . emoprevoav pORABDc E pl Chr Thdt
Dam s; WH
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TOPVEVOMEY . . . emopvevoar KLP
TOPVEVOWWIEY . . . emoprevoar 33 69 441
TopvevwpeY . . . eEemoprevoar 056 1 385 424*
ekmoprevwpey . . . eEemopvevoar D*FG Chr

10:13 ouvk ekneer p*SXABCD pl Or s; WH
ov kaTetAneev 206 1758 1835
ov katahaPBn FG e f g vg Or Cyp Aug Hil Ambst
10:13 cacer p*RABC pl Or Ath Bas Eph Mac s; WH
apenoer DEFG
10:13 o dwacte p*RABCD pl s; WH
duvacbe vreveykew FG f g Aug
10:17  apTov@p4RABC pl s; WH
apTov Kat Tov gvod wotnpwov  D(—evoa)EFG it vgs
demid harl tol go Ambst Pelag
10:27 amotov p*RABC pl s; WH
amoTov swo devmvov D*EFG d e f g fu* vg sa Ambst
Pelag
10:33 mavra macw p*SRABC pl Or Hil vg s; WH
waow wavta DE go it Tert Or
maow kata ravta FG
11:2  mapadoosws p*ORABC(Lp mapadwoswo) pl s; WH
wapadooews pov DFG it vg Ambst
11:5 7 kepaln p*SRABC pl s; WH
kepaAn D*FG
11:13  ev vuw avrows pNABCFG pl fu** tol s; WH
vpews avtor DE d e vg Ambst Pelag
11:13 7w Osw mpooevxecbar pRABCHKLP(Y 330 —1w) pm
s; WH
wpooevy. Tw 0ew DEFG it vg sy
11:18 v v vmapxew pHXRABCDPKLP pl ¢; WH
vmapy. ev vuww D* EFG vg sy arm
vmapxeww am fu dimid harl tol Or Ambst
11:19 awpeoewo v vy swwar pRABC pm s; WH (awp. ewv.
ev v DCE 330 co)(ev vu. aup. sw. 42 234 522)
om ev vpww D*FG d e f g vg Tert Or Cyp Aug Ambst
11:20 eomw p*XRABC pl s; WH
erv DYFG
__—_  defvg Ambst
11:21 ev 10 p*RABC pl Cl s; WH



11:22

11:23

11:23

11:28

12:1

12:3

12:9

12:10
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em 70 DEFG Chr

ew 7o 3 331108 1611

ealiewy kot mwewy pORABCD pl s; WH

eayew kat wew FG

™ vkt M p*RABC pl s; WH

n vukte D*FG 1912 lat

aptov p*RABC pl s; WH

Tov aptov D*FG

avbpomoo sovrov p*XBKL 88 1912 pl sy arm eth (sa
bo=av0. de dokip. eavr.) Cl Or Bas Chr Cyr Thdt
Dam s; WH

cavtov avf. CD(D*=o0 av6.)EFGP 33 81 181 326 it vg
go Euth Dam

om av. 255

adelgot . . . ayvosw p*ORABC pl s; WH

ayvoew adedgor D* EFG 336 1739 d e f g vg eth Did
Ath Ambst

Auhwy  p*RABC pl s; WII

DEFer G d e g Hil Vict

88<2) p*RABC pl Cl Cyr Chr Thdrt Hil s; WH

D*EFG it vg Eus arm Hil (same witt om

deys 10)

evepynpata p*ORABC pl Cl Or Eus Cyr Bas Caes Aug
s; WH

evepyera DEFG (181 =evepyeran)(056 = evepynpa)
it vg Hil




LIST IV

Papyrus-Byzantine Plus Varying Support
(Western and/or Alexandrian)
But Opposed by Westcott and Hort

Lists 4 and 5 complete the spectrum of alignments and com-
parisons which have significance for this study. These two lists set
forth readings with papyri-Byzantine plus varying support from Al-
exandrian and/or Western witnesses. The lists are divided on the
basis of whether or not the papyrus-Byzantinc-plus reading is op-
posed (4) or supported hesistantly (5) by WH.

In List 4 there are some fifteen or so readings which could have
been classified in List 1 as distinctively Byzantine readings sup-
ported by the papyri, but they have one or more members of the
Alexandrian group, (cf. footnote, no. 11, p. 143.1 For an outstand-
ing example, see Luke 10:41-42, “but one thing is necessary” gvos
d¢e eatw xp). This is the Byzantine reading but it is also read by the
first hand of manuscript C which kept it from being classified as a
distinctively Byzantine reading. It also has a few Old Latin manu-
scripts reading with it, as well as the Curetonian Syriac, but this
reading in Luke 10:41-42 probably would have been classified as a
“Syrian” reading by WH. Their doubt over this passage was not
because of the manuscript evidence reading with evos 8¢ oLy, but
because the other Alexandrians were found dispersed among three

1They were placed in List 4 to begin with because of the attestation of manu-
script C, but compare the statements of WH (quoted pp. 141-142) regarding the
identification of distinctive readings.

188



LIST IV 189

different readings, and the whole clause is omitted by D, an omis-
sion which caused them to put it in half-brackets in their text. The
passage is now found to be supported by two papyri, The Chester
Beatty p*5 and p75. These combine to show that the “Syrian” read-
ing was early and was preserved accurately, though almost alone, by
the Byzantines.

Here may be seen the striking circumstance of a Byzantine read-
ing existing early in Egypt, as witnessed by the two early papyri,
preserved by the tirst hand of one Alexandrian (C) but the rest of
the Alcxandrians making changces. B gocs one way; Aleph goes still
another; and the minor Alexandrians go yet a third way which is
really a conflation combining all the elements found in the others,
and this is the one followed by WH and placed in half brackets.
Then, as mentioned above, the entire passage has dropped out of
the geographically Western text-type, though the Sinaitic Syriac
also agrees in omitting it. Luke 10:41-42, then, is an example of a
reading which previously was thought of as characteristically Byz-
auline, and therefore late, but it is now seen to reach back deep into
the second century. Two papyrus witnesses to the reading are found
in Egypt, witnesses which attest that this “Byzantine” reading was
known in Egypt at the time the Alexandrian text-type was being
formed.

Aside from these passages which might have been classified in
List 1, however, the list presents readings where the papyrus-Byz-
antine reading is supported with some members of the Western and/
or Alexandrian text-types but is nevertheless opposed by WH. List
4 is a selection of eighty readings taken from a much larger group,
of which about 195 remain. These in the list were selected because
they involved variants which would be more likely to show up in
translation than the larger number of readings of this type which
were left out of the list.

Some of the readings in List 4 (as well as in List 5) illustrate the
relatively mixed nature of not only the Western but also the Alex-
andrian text-type as compared to the Byzantine. Many of the in-
stances in List 4 illustrate cases where, if the Byzantine text’s
independent weight of external evidence were acknowledged, the
doubt surrounding the readings supported by WH would either be
increased or the reading adopted by the printed texts would be
changed. For some examples of modern editorial change in this di-
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rection (i.e., in instances where papyri are involved) compare the
following places in List 4 where the American Bible Society’s Greek
Testament (UBS)? departs from the WH reading for the papyrus-
Byzantine-plus reading and where, at the same time, ABS treats the
variant in its apparatus: Matthew 26:20; Luke 9:59; 10:15; 10:41,
42;11:24; 16:12; John 9:6; 11:45; 16:28; Acts 16:32; Romans 8:34;
10:5 (change in word order affecting meaning); I Corinthians 6:11;
15:10; II Corinthians 1:14; 2:7; 8:19; Ephesians 3:9; Philippians
2:26; 3:13; Colossians 1:20; I Peter 5:2; II Peter 3:18. In connection
with the same List 4, some other instances may be noticed where
the text of UBS has quietly? changed the WH reading for the one
supported by papyrus-Byzantine-plus: Mark 9:30; Luke 11:20;
23:39; 24:49; John 2:12; 2:15; 5:15; 6:71; 8:41; 13:36; 18:29; Acts
7:15; 9:37; 10:19; Romans 8:34; II Corinthians 7:14; I Peter 1:9.

This does not imply that UBS favors the Byzantine text. It is
probably doubtful that very many of the above changes would have
been made had it not been for the papyri which attested the read-
ings. UBS has a fondness for the shortest readings and also a prefer-
ence for B which sometimes outstrips WH, as it reveals in passages
such as Romans 15:19, where it moves away from WH to the read-
ing found only in B and two Fathers. In other passages, such as I
Corinthians 2:16 and II Corinthians 4:6, UBS neither moves from
the WH-supported reading nor makes any note that there are sig-
nificant variants at these points.

Again, in this list as in the others, the corrections of p% call for
attention. There are two instances (John 2:15; 12:22) where p%6*
reads with the Byzantine combination and p%6¢ changes to the Alex-
andrian combination of p75BL etc. There is one correction (11:45)
where the first hand of p%¢ is uncertain, but the correction is to a
reading found in two relatively late manuscripts: 0141, a tenth cen-
tury manuscript (of von Soden’s C class), and 473 (a von Soden IKc
manuscript) of the thirteenth. There are also two instances in List 4
where the correction is from a definite Alexandrian alignment to the
reading supported by the Byzantine text (2:12 and 14:17).

2Aland, et.al., The Greek New Testament (New York: American Bible Society,
1966).

3UBS gives no indication in its apparatus that it has forsaken WH in these in-
stances.
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MATTHEW

26:20 dwdeka p37 (p*5)BDI" uncd® N ¢ 565 700 pl sa sy Eus
Ks
dwdeka padnror XRALMWAGII® 074 33 pc it vg sa bo
syPh arm eth Chr Or; [WH]
26:39 mpooeNbwv pS3RACDILWI'AGIIZ 067 074 uncd N 33 69
pm syP Chr K
wpoeNbwy  p3’BMIT* ¢ al latt sa bo sys Or Hil I7
s; [WH]

MARK

5:22 Wdov p*ACNWIIS 0107 unc® N ¢ 565 700 pl c f 1 syP
arm go K s
NBDLA® 102 892 a b e ff2 gl-2 i q vg co sy
eth arr H; WH
6:16 ot p*SACWAII® unc® ¢ pl cogo K s
_ XBDLO X\ 28 33 69 124 565 700 it vg sy arm
eth Or H; WH
9:30 mapemopevovto PpONAB3CLNWXTA® unc’ N ¢ 565
700 rellbd ff2g2ik1qvgcosyarmK s
emopevovto B*Der a ¢ f go eth; [WH]

LUKE

4:35 e& avrov p7>ACMQXTAAII unc® pl K s
am avtov XBDLVE 1 13 al it vg (latt ext ab) Or; WH
9:59 kvupte p+p7SRAB3CLWXIAG®AEII unc? \ ¢ pl latt sycp
sabo HK s
__ B*DV 57 sys Or; WH
10:15 katafiBactnon p*SRACLRWXTAGAEII unc’ \ ¢ pl it
gocoarm K s
kataBnorn p7SBD 579 sysc eth arm; [WH]
10:41,42 cvoo 3¢ eatw xpewa pp7SAC*PWIAGAIL unc® A
(exc. 1) ¢ pl f g1 q vg sy°P Chr Antio K s
oAvyov de eoTwv xpewa 38 syPal arm
oALywv de xpeta M evos B
oAvywv de goTw xpewa M evoo C2L 1 33 579 syhme bo
eth; [WH]
oALywv de eaTwv m gvod P3N
omit whole clause Dabce ffilr sys
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10:42 am avmo  p3(pH)p7SRCPWIAGAIT unc® A ¢ plcd f vg
Cl Mac Did Bas K s
avrme N*aBDL abe ff2il q; WH
11:20 & 8¢e. . .(—eyw) pH¥R*AWXITAOAII unc® \ pm b f {12 i
vg arm Eus Cyr K s
gL e eyo D pc co eth Tert Bas Chr
gL de . ..eyo p/>N2BCLR ¢ 33 al ff21 q r! syr H;
[WH]
11:24 evpwokov pHR*ACDE*GHRSWI'AAIL uncre ¢ 118 pl
it?! vg etc K s
gvpwokov Tote Pp7SRBLXOE 33 pc yser b | sa bo syp;
[WH]
11:42  agevar (p*R* 57 yser apewar)BBCWXTAGAIL
uncd® y pl K s
mapewar pIRB*L ¢ 346; WH
TapagpLlevar A
omit (with whole phrase from Tavra on) D Marc
16:12 vpetepov p7SXRADPRWXT'AGAIL unc® \ ¢ pl lat go syt
co ar Bas Cyr Or Cyp K s
npetepov BL 1574 pc Or; [WH]
gpov 157 e il Marc
23:39 avtov heyov p7SRACQRXTAAIT unc8 rell a b c f ff2 q
vg sa bo sy<h arm eth Or K s
avrov BDL e I; WH
24:49 amoote\w p7SR*ACDNWI'OAII unc? \ ¢ pl
(pc —elw) K s
eéamooTeAAw NBL(-eAw)XA 33 157 pc;, WH
mittam a gZ tol ing vgs co

JOHN

1:19 ameorelhav poop7SRC3LWI'AAII unc® pl K s
atmeaTelhav wpoa avrov ABC*33 249 pc sy© co arm eth
Chr; WH
mwpoa avtov ameoTeLhar O pc lat
2:12 adelgoi ovtov pOSNAHMVWIXIAOAIT unc® pl b f 1 vg
co syP OrEpip Cyr K s
adehpov  p% p7SBL(T)W(0141) 0162 1071 a ¢ e Or; WH
2:15 710 keppa  (p% XRAPI'OAII unc® pl it?! vg K s
Ta keppata po6cp7SBLW X 083 33 pc b q co Or
Eus; WH



4:51

5:15

6:51

6:71

8:41

9:6

10:16

11:45

12:22

13:36

14:16
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avtw kot amnyyshar pSSACWI'@A uncd pl Cyr K s

avte kot yyelhav KD lat syeP sa (XD also om
\ey-ovteo after -yelhaw)

avte kot avnyyelhav KII pc N 33 sa

avto p7SBLN 185 213 pc bo eth; WH

avnyyeithey pS6p7SABI'@OAII unc’ N 28 al sa ac2 Ks

amnyyelkev DKUA ¢ 33 al

evrev  NCL pc bo itre; [WH]

avnyYeLAeY Kau eLTTeY autols W

nuntiavit it?! vg etc

{noeton pSBCEGHMSTUVIAAIIQ uncd \ ¢ pm
OrKs

{noev (p75)XDLWO 33 al; WH

ewo wv POORCZWIAGAII N ¢ plitvg K s

swo p7SBC*DL pc sy eth; WH

gurr. ovv , p96p7SCDXTAGAII unc® ¢ 33 565 1241 pl f vg
sa syP¢ Or Cyr K s

evm. XBLTW 118 209 pc a b e ff2 1 q fos co sy arm eth;
WH

emexpuoey  poOp7SX(AD -xpewoev, EA pc -xpmoev) WO
N @ pl Irlat Jagr sy K s

emednkev BC(11093 sa; [WH]

expwoey 661

vevnoetar pS6p7SX*AT'AAII unc? ¢ 28 pl it?! vg sy Rus
Bas Cyr Thdt K s

vyevnoovtar pRBDLXWO A 33 pc f vg(D sa bo arm
go Cl; WH

Qo ETOLNTEY p6p45(P66 RA¥*LWXTAGAII unc? ¢ pl lat
bo arm Or K s,

o emowmaev (p% ) AcBC*D \ pc e sa ac? go eth; [WH]

00Q ETOLNTEY *p66c0141 473
kav ok p%6 R(+ epx. (D) W)XTAAII unc? \ ¢ pl K
S

___ pSpTSABL® it; WH

amekpldn avtw POORACIWXTAGAIL unc’ N ¢ pl K s
amekptdn BC*L 229* lat co go arm sy; WH

Aeyer avto D

wa pevn pA(D)WIAGAII unc’ N ¢ pl vg arm syP K s
wa n (p75)XBLQX (060) 33 co go sy<; [WH]
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18:29

20:19
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9:37

10:11

10:19

13:26

15:40

16:32
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YWOOKEL QUTO p“CAXI‘A@ uncrelpl it?! Did K s
Ywowoker avroy DL
ywookme psé p7SXKBW 579 a Lcif; WH
mapa Tov matpos pIPp?ZRACZYTAGAIT unc? \ ¢ pl
CyrK s
ek Tov wmatpoo BC*LXW 33 249 Epip; WH
a patre it vg (but Hil: ex patre, de patre, a patre)
kato pPOR2ACDsurPLWXI'A® uncred \ ¢ pl b f ff g gat
vg co sy Chr Cyr K
R*B 579 e itr<(a ¢ q); WH
padntar cvvnypevor (pSO)EGKMSXTOA plit K s
padnrar XRABDIA* iteesypxt; WH
padnrar avrov cvvnypevor LUA 33 346 pc

ews avyvrmtov pHp74XACDEHP rell K H s
B; [WH]

avtny ednkav pH3p38NcCEHLP pl Chr K s
ednkav B cat it; WHxt
ednkav avtnr  p74R*A 81 181; WHms
apxoro dedepevor ko p*3(C*)LP 81 pl d (sy) Chr K s
apxors NABCZE 181 431 453 12!t yvg co eth Or; WH
avtw 7o mvevpa pHSDELP pl sy eth Did Chr K s
70 wvevpa avto  p74NRAC 69 81 181 431 cat vg sa
70 wvevpae B bo; WH
vy o Aoyoo p*SCEHLP pl lat syPh bo arm eth Chr K ¢
N o Aoyoo  p74RABD 33 38 81 326 cscr sa sypms; WH
0cov p*SCEHLP pl vge bo sy arm Chr (Thphl) K ¢
kvpwov p74RABD 33 81 pc am fu demid tol sa

(Thphl); WH
kupwov p*5p74RcACDEHLP rell vg sy co Lcif Chr K s
fsov N*B; [WH]

ROMANS

8:34

8:34

eyepbewo (p27)p*oNBDEFGKL pl vg sy ar Ir Or Cyr K
S

eyepferwo ek vekpowr X*AC 33 104 326 pc co eth Did
Chr Dam; [WH]

oo ko eatww  p27pRBDEFGKL pm d*** e f g am
harl** syP Cyr Thphl Oec Max Aug K s



10:3

10:5

10:5

15:19
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oo eaTw R*AC 424 pc d* vg go co Ir Or Did Chr Cyr
Thdt Dam Hil etc; WH

Wuaw dikavoouvny  p*RFGKL pl d* f g go sy eth Ir
Tert Or Chr Cyr K s

Wwav ABDEP pc vg co arm Cl Or Bas Chr Cyr Procop
Dam Aug Ambst; WH

ypager . . . vopov ot pONRBDEFGKLP pld e f g sy
go Chr Thdt K s

YpageL oL . . . vopov R*AD* 33* 424 vg (co) Or Dam
Amb Cass; WH

o mowmoaos avra PprONBFGKLP pl sy ar Chr Thdt
Amb K s

o momoaa N¥*ADE 6 424** vg Or Dam; WH

(add eam d¥*ct*¥* ¢ co go Cass)

wvsupatod Ason pORDPLP pm syP=th eth Or Euth Cyr
Thdt Dam Thphl Oec K s .

mvevpatoos aywov ACD*EFG(er avrov mv. ay.) 1739 pc
lat co sypme Ath Bas Did Dial Cyr Thdt Aug
Ambst; [WH]

wvevpatoo B Pelageom(not txt) Vig

I CORINTHIANS

2:16

5:4

6:11

7:15

7:34

xproTov p*ONACDCELP pl d e vg sy co ar Ps-Iust Or
Did Epip Chr Cyr Pelag Vig K s

kvpwov BDFG f g r Thph Aug Amb Sed Libere
Or; WH

xprotov p*NDSEFGLP pl e f g vg sy co arm eth go
Dial Bas Chr Thdt Dam Ambst K s

— ABD* d syr=t eth Euth Lcif; WH

kuvpwov p*RADEL pm d e syP=t Did Cyr Dam Ir Tert
Ks

kuptov v B(C)P 33 69 pc f m®* vg sy co arm eth Ath
Did Epip Chr Thdt Euth Or Cyp [WH]

nuao p*XBDEFGL pl it vg sy bas arm eth go Nyss
Chr Thdt Phot Oec Ambst a/ K s

vpao N*ACK 326 pc co Euth Dam Thphl Pelag
al; [WH]

7 ayapoas® ptRADEFGKL 33 pl d e f* g m”® fu sy
arm eth Or Meth Bas Euth Thdt Dam Thphl Tert Cyp
Amb Ambst Aug K s
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9:13

15:10
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p15BP 6 104 pc it vg sa bo basm Eus Amb

Hier; WH

gpyalopevor p*ACDPEKLP pl d e sy arm Chr Ambst
Jer Thdt Dam K s

epyalapevor Ta RBD*FG 181 1739 f g vg co basm
Aug; WH

Tov Beov M PR ADPEKLP pl Bas Ps-Ath Chr Euth
Cyr Thdt Antioch Dam K s; WHms

Tov Bsov R*BD*FG it vg Or Ambst; [WH]

IT CORINTHIANS

1:14

2:7

2:17

4:6

6:16

7:14

8:19

kupwov p*SACDEKL pm d e go syP=t Oec K s

kuprov Moy NBFGMP 33 69 104 424 pc f g vg co sy
arm eth Chr Euth Thdt Antioch Dam Thphl Ambst
al; WH

poalhov vpao pHORCKLOP pl (f vg) (syP) arm Chr Euth
Thdt Dam Tert Ambst K s

vpao paiov DEFG 33 go Thdt Tert (f vg)

vpao AB (syP) Aug; WH

ov hovrov  p*DEFGL 543 al g sy arm Chr Marc Thdt K

ov mohov RABCK pm d e f vg co eth Ir Did Bas Euth
Dam Ambst ol H s; WH

imoov xpwotov p*RCHKLP pl tol sy co armed go Or
Euth Thdt Dam al K s

xproTov tnoov DEFG d e f g r vg Cyr Amb Aug Ambst

xprotov AB 33 armedd Marc Or; WH

VpeEW . . . e0Te PHOR(eoTe 0eov)CDSEFGK pl f g vg sy
ar go Ath Chr Euth Thdt Dam Or Tert Lcif Ambst al
Ks

nuews . . . eopnevy R¥BD*LP 6 33 104 424 pc d e co eth
Cl Did Philo; WH

7 em Tvrov aknbswa p*OR<CKL pl Chr Thdrt Dam K s

M wpoo Titov aknd. DEFGP 69 pc lat sy co arm

em Tvtov aAnB. N*B 103 1926 Euth; WH

ouwv 7 xapue p*XRDEFs'GKL pl d e g go sy Cl Thdt
Aug K s

ev ™ xopurt BC(-m)P al f vg co arm eth Euth Dam
Ambst al; WH



LIST IV 197

GALATIANS
4:14 mewpaopov pov poRCCDP<EKLP pm sy arm eth go Bas
Chr Cyr Thdt Dam Euth Thphl K s
wewp. vpwv R*¥*ABD*FG 33 pcd e f g vg co H; WH
wewpaopov 69 al

EPHESIANS
3:9 oot mavtas p*RBCDEFGKLP pl it vg sy Dial
Did Chr Euth Marc al K s; WHm™s
owtioar N*¥A 424** 1739 Cyr Aug Hil Hier; WHt

PHILIPPIANS
2:26 vpao pHONFGKLP pm f g vg go Chr Thdt Vict
Ambst al K s
vpao Wew X*¥ACDE al d e sy co arm eth Euth Dam
Thphl Cass H; [WH]
vpao wavtac B
3:13 ov p*BD<EFGKL pm d e f g vg sy arm Chr Tert Or
Vict Hier K ¢
ovto (p!®)XADeP 33 al co eth Cl Bas Euth Chr Thdt
Chron Antioch Dam Ambst Hier; [WH]
4:23 apnmv p*RADEKLP pl d e r vg bo sy arm eth Thdt K s
BFG 1908 f g sa Chr Euth vict; WH

COLOSSIANS

1:20 3u avrov@ p4RACDPEKP pl sy bo go Chr Thdt Dam

Ks
BD*FGL 104 al bser it vg sa arm eth Or

Euth Cyr Thph Ambst; [WH]

4:8  yvo ...vpov p*XR<CDP<EKL pl f vg go sy co Chr
Dam (el Dam yvw 1¢) K s

yvoTe . . . nuov RX*ABD*Fer GP 33 69 pc d e g arm

eth Euth Thdt Hier; WH

I THESSALONIANS

5:27 Tow aywows adeypows (p*6)NAKLP pl vg go co sy arm
Chr Euth Thdt. .. K s
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oo adehpows R*BDEFG pc d e f g Euth Syn Ambst
Cass; WH
Touo aywovo 103 Thphl

HEBREWS

8:8 oavrtowr p*NRBDCEL pl Dam Chr K g
avrovs R*¥*AD*KP 33 326 pc Euth Thdt Chr; [WH]

I PETER

1:9 motewo vpor (p72)RACKLP pl lat bo K s
motews B 1 pc sa Cl Or Aug; WH
1:20 soxyatov p72KLP pl latt sa arm eth Ir K ¢
eaxatov NABCWY 33 1739 pc dscr sy bo; WH
1:21 mworevovtac p72XCKLPY plsy ... K s
moTovo  Ab latt; WH
moTevooavtas 33 pc
1:22 kabapac kapduaos p72R*CKLPW pl it(vero, puro,
certo) K s
kapdiac AB pc vg; WH
4:8 kalvper p72R(C)LP 69 1739 al K s
kalvmter ABKWY 33 al lat sy H; WH
5:2  0eov emokomovvtead p7ZRCAKLPVY 69 1739 pl latt sy
bo K s
0cov emaokomevovtes 614 al
0sov N*B 33 323 pc sa Hier; WH
5:8 Twa katamm p’2(-mewn)A al latt sy Or Eus Eph Chr
Ks
Twa katamew N(*-mw)KLP al H T
katamiery BW 0206 1175 Or; WH
katamew Twwa  33* al
TLVO KOTOTTLEL  PC
5:10 ev xpwotw wmoov p72AKLPY pm latt co K s
ev xpuoto X 69 0206 614 al syr; WH
ev 70 xpwoTtw B; WHms

IT PETER

3:18 apmv p72XACKLP pl vg sa bo sy arm K H s
B 440 522 1175 1739*; WH



LIST IV 199

REVELATION

14:6  ayyehov pHR* 046 p/160 Or AndP PavVAmb K
alov aryyehov X ACP al vg co sy arm eth And? Cyp
Vig...Hs; WH
ayyehov allov 33 35 Andc



LISTV

Papyrus-Byzantine Plus Varying Support
(Alexandrian and/or Western)
Followed Hesitantly by Westcott and Hort

One reading in this list (Heb. 7:1) would have been included in
List 1 with the distinctively Byzantine readings but for the testi-
mony of C. In their “Notes on Select Readings,” WH call this a
“Syrian” reading.

.. . Text (Syrian) C*LP cur?, . . . It seems more likely that og
is a primitive re-duplication (OCC for OC), perhaps suggested
by w in v. 2, and 6 a right emendation of the Syrian revisers,
than that the writer broke off the sentence two lines below with-
out apparent cause.*

WH’s reconstruction of how OC arose (a primitive reduplication)
may indeed be correct, but the assumption that the “Syrian re-
visers” emended does not necessarily follow. The Syrians did not
have to emend. The reading was in existence in the second century.
It was present also in Egypt but had been rejected by most of the
Alexandrians. Such rejection can be seen in C2.

If the reading at 1 Corinthians 5:4 were re-arranged in a larger
unit of variation as it is in the apparatus of UBS, then B and D*
with 1739 d would be removed from the papyrus-Byzantine-sup-
ported reading to form a third reading which omits xpiotov follow-

*Notes Select Readings, p. 130.
200
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ing wnoov. It is this third reading which is followed by UBS and
WH. This would mean that the papyrus-Byzantine reading would
then classify as a “distinctively” Byzantine reading and in such case
could have been included in List 1 also.

The Bodmer papyri are involved in three instances of correction
in this list. In John 12:43, p66* is with the Byzantine-plus reading
while p66¢ joins the opposite. In John 5:47, p75 may be seen correct-
ing to the Byzantine aligned reading while in 14:11 it is p%6 again
that corrects to the Koine-supported reading. For (wo instances of
p*¢ changing alignments in its corrections in List 5, see 1 Cor. 6:14
and 10:2.

List 5 may have some value in illustrating a kind of reading which
would receive more assurance of ancient and wide-spread external
evidence of support if the Byzantine testimony were treated as inde-
pendent. In such instances (other things being equal) the marks of
uncertainty around the WH readings could be removed because of
such increased weight of evidence.

In many of the readings in List 5, UBS follows the same reading
and eliminates the brackets that WH have in their text: Matthew
26:27; John 4:1; Acts 8:27; 16:17; I Corinthians 7:28; 9:7; II Corin-
thians 8:9; Ephesians 4:7; 5:31; Hebrews 1:8; 11:6; I Peter 4:17;
Revelation 11:11. On the other hand, in some cases the brackets are
retained, e.g., Luke 13:35; John 13:28; Romans 16:27; T Corin-
thians 5:4; 10:20. In a few cases UBS moves away from the WH
hesitantly followed Byzantine readings to the WH™s or another
reading: I Corinthians 9:9; 15:14; 15:49; II Peter 1:3, 2:15.

MATTHEW

26:27 ko gvxapwatnoac (p37)pHSRABDWI'OII unc® ¢ pl co
Chr Or K s; [WH]
gvxapwotnoas CLZA N 33 157 252 892 q lat arm Or
Bas

LUKE

7:11 evto p/SRABEFGHLRUVXTAGA ¢ alabffZgllq
vg sys sa K s; [WH]
gv ™ RYCD-ev)KMSWII pm ¢ ¢ [ go bu sy arm eth
7:16 moavrac p7SBDEGHMSUVXAAII pm K s; [WH]
amavtac NACFLRWOE al
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7:20 aN\ov p7SABO pm Cyr K s; [WH]
etepov RDLWXE 1 33 al H Cyr
13:26 apéecbe p7SBEGHUVA pm K s; [WH]
apénobe RADKLMSWXIA®II al
13:35 \eyo e p7SRCABDRWXTAGAIT uncre \ ¢ pl f q vg
bopt syPs arm K s; [WH]
Aeyo p¥R*L 40 253 259 b ¢ ff2 i | sa boPt sy eth
14:17 epxecbe p7>BO \ pm it K 55 [WH]
epxeabor NADKLPRWII al vg sy*
14:17 comw pH¥ABDPWX unc! ¢ pl 55 [WH]
gewow p7SXLRO A
17:12 amvmmoav p7SRCABWXI'AAII unc® 700 pl s; [WH]
vimytnoar X*LO N ¢ 157 pc a Bas Dam
omovnooav De(etecceabce ffZilqgssyse)
23:51 ovykatatedeipevos p7>(ouv- with sev. oths)
ABPWTI'OAII2 (IT*-0epevoo) uncd pl K s; [WH]
ovykataTifepevos NCDLXAW 0124 \ ¢ 28 435
1424 cscr gl6

JOHN
4:1 mwoavvma pop75 pl K <5 [WH]
wavvnoe B*AGLWI'Y 262 al
5:47 pmpacw motevoete p7IRALLCAIIZ unc*’ pmabcceg
q vg sy? Or Cyr Ir Cyp K H s; [WH]
pnu. maTevete poop7SFBVIT* 235 pc f ff2 1 foss sycIr
pnp. motevonte DGSWAO N\ ¢ 28 al Or Chr
6:36 cwpakate pe p(p7S)BDL(T pum)WI'AGAII unc \ ¢
pl c f ff2 g vg sa bo syPk go arm eth Chr Cyr K H
s; [WH]
eopakate NA a b e q gat vgeod(Lat2. . . .) sysc
8:16 matmp p3°p%6p7SRBLTX uncr” pl it vg s; [WH]
__ X*D sysc co ac?
12:43 mmep po6*p7SABDI'AII unc8 pl K s; [WH]
vmep pOeRLW \ 33 69 118 157 565 pc
13:26 10 Yo pmov@ps6 rell s; [WH]
opov B
13:28 8¢ pSSACDL® A\ ¢ pl latt Or K H s; [WH]
yap 63 253 259
B(WW) 157 248 435 sa



14:11

19:4

ACTS
5:32

8:27

12:15

13:29

16:17

16:19
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avtae po6¢ pl it vg syP go Ath Cyr Hil etc s; [WH]

autov po6¥p75B 229* sa eth

Tavta  Paris®’

24* 157 244 q r sy arm bo diates Tert

e€w o mAatoo pSSABDsuPPI’A@AII unc? \ pl syP go
Cyr K s; [WH]

o mhatoo efw NRLWX ¢ 237 252 a b c f ff2 g q vg syt
ar eth

o mhatoad 106 131 249 pc e sa bo

aywv o p*>RADZHP pl K s; [WH]
aywv ov D*E
aywv B pc sa bo
00 eAn\vber  p>ONBCZD2EHLP pl cat syP arm
Chr ; [WH]
eAnAvler p74R*AC*D* sa
ou 3¢ eheyov p*RADE'EHLP rell cat vg Or Chr
s; [WH]
ov d¢ evmav B d 12!t gig Chr
Ta wepL avtov yeyp. pp74RACD rell vg syP s; [WH]
Ta YEYP. TEPL avtov B sy
Tw mavhw p*p7*RACDEHLP rell s; [WH]
wavhw B Or
Wovtea de  p*p74RC pl sa bo syP arm Lcif Chr s; [WH]
kot Wovteo, B sy eth
Wovrea AO d
wo 8¢ edav D (d om wo d¢)
fsacapevor ovv Eust

ROMANS

10:20

13:13

15:32

geyevouny ptORACDPEFGLP rell f g vg Cl Chr Euth
Thdt
Dam Hil ¢; WH=t
eyevopmv ev B D*; WHme
thventus sum enter eos d ¢ Ambst
epdL kaw {MAw p*RACDFG rell Ir Or etc s; [WH]
ev gpuot kaw {nhows B sa (Cl) Amb
feov p*RCACDCLP rell vg sy co ar Or Chr Thdt
Dam al s; [WH]
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moov xpuotov X*; xpuoTouv imoov DEFG d e f g fu
Kupov tmoov B
16:27 o p*RACD pl s; [WH]
— B3372fsyOr
avrew P 31 54 co Chr

I CORINTHIANS
2:13 mvevpatikows p*RACDEFG pl s; [WH]

mvevpaTikoo B 33
5:4  ovopart. Touv kuptov nuev PBDEFGLP pl/d e f g vg sy
Dial Bas Chr Thdt Dam . . . s; [WH]
ovapat. Tou kuptov NA demid syP=t Lcif Pacian
6:14 cteyeper p*0 XCD3EKL pl f vgt sy co arm eth Meth
Ath Chr Thdt Ir Tert Archel K s; [WH]

e€eyelpev p462B 67** 1739 r t Or; WHme
eEeyewper plip4COAD*PQ 69 88 (suscitat d e)
7:28 m mapbevos p*SRADEKLP pl Or Meth Bas s; [WH]
wapbevoos BFG 429
7:40 dokw de p*RADEFGKLP pl vg sy co Or Chr Thdt
Dam Tert Aug s; [WH]
dokw d* arm
dokw yap B 433 69 256 330 424** 441 462 467 999
1319 1739 1845 1912 1004 tol basm syP eth Cyr Or
Amb Ambst
8:6 ov@ p*NADFG pl Ir Or Eus Did Ath Cyr Bas Epip
Hil s; [WH]
ov B eth Epip; WHms
9:7 m o p*SRAC*KLP pl sy bo basm Bas Cyr Dam
al s; [WH]
Tio BC@ODEFG 104 441 1926 it vg sa syP arm go Orth
Chr
Euth Thdt Thphl Aug Amb
9:9 ¢@uwoews p*SNAB3CDP<EKLP(-omo) pl Or Dial Chr
Euth Cyr Thdt Dam . . . s; [WH]
kqpwoew B*D*FG 1739 Chr Thdt; WHmse
10:2  eBamTicavTo p46 BKLP 1739 pm Or Chr Thdt Dam
Phot Oec K s; [WH]
eBamTiodnoav NXACDEFG 33 al Ir Bas Chr Euth Cyr
Thdt; WHme

eBamTilovto P



10:20

11:3

15:5

15:14

15:49
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Ta €0vm dapoviows pHORACK(L otv T €6 . . .) f g sy
co ar eth go Or Chr Euth Thdt Dam K s; [WH]

darpoviors BDEFerGer d e m3¢ Marc Eus Tert Ambst

o xprotoa p*RAB3D<EKLP pl Ortho Cl Eph Chr
al s; [WH]

xprotoo B*D*FG 103 462 1926 Libere Or; WHms

evta p*SBDCKLP pl syrmser sa bo Or Eus Cyr
Thdt Dam K s; [WH]

emevta NA 33 pc Eus Cyr Chr Euth Hes; WHme

kot pete Tovree D¥FG

apa p*X BL pm d e f vg sy co ae eth Ig Epip Cyr Chr
Thdt Dam Ir Tert Ambst K s; [WH]

apa kav RX*ADsrEerFerGKP al g go Dial Euth Oec;
WI1Ims

popeaopney pRACDEFGKLP pm it vg go co Cl Or
Caes Chr Epip Euth Cyr Ps-Ath Max Dam Ir Cyp Hil

.. K; [WH]
gopecopev BI 181 al Cyr Thdt Thphl Oec s; WHms

IT CORINTHIANS

1:8

8:9

11:3

vep ™o O\, pBKLM pm Chr Dam K s; [WH]

wepL ™o OAwp. NACDEFGP 33 69me gl bser os<r Or Bas
Chr Euth Thdt Ant H

wmoov xpwotov p*NRCDFG rell s; [WH]

woov B sa: (om both: Chr)

gws Tov xpwotov p*BDEKLP pl Cl Or Epip Chr Euth
Thdt al K s; [WH]

ewo xpwotov XFGM 1611 1739 pc dser

in Christo Iesu r Lcif Ambst al (ev xpuoto kser)

GALATIANS

1:12

6:18

oure p*BDSEKL pl Oec K s; [WH]
owde NXAD*FGP 69 pc cat co Eus Chr Euth Cyr
Thdt Dam
103 1913 Thphl
Tov kuprov Muov pYABCDEFGKL pl it vg etc K s;
[WH]
Tov kuptov RP 69 2lect eth
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EPHESIANS
4:7 x xapw p*RACDEKPc pl Or Chr Thdt al K s; [WH]
xapwoe BD*FGLOPP* 1 209* 40!t kser arm Euth Dam
5:31 7ov matepa kav ™Y pnTepa pORADCEKLP pl Marc
Or Meth Tit Epip Chr Euth Thdt Dam s; [WH]
watepa kov pnrepae BD*FG
6:1 vpov ev kupuw p*RADP<EKLP pl vg sy co arm eth Or
Bas Chr Euth Thdt Dam Ambst Hier s; [WH]
vpov BD*FG d e f g Cl Tert Cyp

PHILIPPIANS
1:9  wepuaasm pRAK**1. pl Cl Ras Chr Thdt Dam
s; [WH]

mepuoagever  K*P pc
wepuaasvor, BDE 69 kser; WHms
wepuooevoer  Euthaleod
wepwoevor FG
1:24 empevew ptORACDFG pl Cl Or etc s; [WH]
empewar B 1611 pc Or Petr Chr Euth Cyr; WHms
2:2 7o gv gpovovwtes p*ONaBDFGKLP pl d e g sy arm eth
Cl Bas etc K s; [WH]
70 avto epovouvted N*ACI 33 441 f vg go (co?) Euth;
WH:ue

COLOSSIANS
2:17 «a eatw p*RACDEF2KLP pl f vg Or Eus Chr Euth
Aug Amb s; [WH]
o eomwv BF#G d e g m%2 go Marc Aug
3:16 Tov xpwoTov p*OR<BC2DEFGL pm d e f g m38 vg go sa
syP arm Chr Euth Dam Ambt s; [WH]
Tov Beov  AC* 33 pc eth ar Thdt Thphl
Tou kvpwov N*I Cl; WHme

HEBREWS
1:8 70V avwvoos PpHRAD rell 55 [WH]
B 33 Tert
2:7  eomwpavwoas aviov p*BDCE**KL al’> (sy) asr Chr
Dam Thphl Oec K; [WH]
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E0TLP. QUTOV KOL KATEGTNOOT QUTOV ETL TOL EPYQ TWV
xewpwv gov RACD*E*MP pm lat (sy) arm eth g
4:3  ~yap p'3p4BDEKLP pl d e f vg (syP) eth Chr Euth Cyr
Thdt Dam Lcif Prim s; [WH]
ovww NACM pc co; WHms
de (syP): autem sy ar¢ arm
7:1 o owavimoac p*C*LP pl Euth etc K s; [WH]
ou owavimoac NABC2ZDEK 33; WHms
7:27 aveveykaos p*BCDEKLP pl Chr Euth Thdt Dam
al s; [WH}
wpoogeveykao NAI 33 pc Cyr; WHms
8:10 kapduao avtov p*RADEL pl s; [WH]
kapdiowo avtov P 104
kapda eavtwr B
kapduar avtov R*¥K 122* 425 gser f vg eth Cl; WHms
10:1  6vowows p*SACDEHKL pl d e f vg sy Or s;
dvolawo avtov XP; WHms
11:6 70 8cw p*RAD*EKLP pl Chr Thdt Dam al K s;
[WH]
Ocw p13R*DDb 33 1912 kser
12:25 am ovpavev p*SACDKLP pm Euth Cyr Thdt Dam
s; [WH]
at ovpavov XM 234 424 Chr; WIIms

I PETER
4:17 o kawpoo p72BKLP pl K s; [WH]
kowpoo NA alt

IT PETER

1:3 8w d0émo ko apetno p72BKL al vg K <3 [WH]
Wi doém kaw apetn NRACP pm?

1:9  apapruwv p72BCLP pm cat Marc K s; [WH]
apapmpatov RAK 1175 al

2:13 amatoaws p72XA*CKLP pl syh bo K s; [WH]
ayamows A BW 623 1611 pc latt syb™s sa
ayvowoa 323 424 1739 pc

2:15 karahmovres p7?B3CKLP pm K s; [WH]
katakevrovtes NAB* al
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3:11 vmwapxew vpao p72<Re ACKLP pl vg sa sy K s; [WH]
vrapxew p72*p74B 1175 m
vmapyew nuoao R* al

REVELATION

1:4  mvevpatov o pl8C 046 pl Ande Arett K g5 [WH]
mvevpator Tov NA 88 241 2036 And?2; WHms
wvevpatov 2037

11:11 7ao tpews p*7 AC 046 pm Andap Are K s; [WH]
Tpews N 025 1 al arm Andec - - - Prim Vig
13:17 ko wa pm p7Xe A 025 046 pl vg(exc tol) arm eth Andcb
Are K s; [WH]
wa pn R*C pc tol co sy Hipp And? Ir Prim



TABLES

In an effort to obtain a complete picture of the kinds of early Byz-
antine readings, all the papyrus-Byzantine readings in each of the
major alignments of the first three lists were tabulated.! Five tables
were necessary in order to tabulate the readings for the three lists.
The charts which follow the tables summarize the data given in the
tables.

Tables 1 through 3 constitute a breakdown of the three kinds of
alignments in List 1, those with the papyrus-supported dis-
tinctively Byzantine readings. Three tables are needed here in order
to set off the differences because distinctively Byzantine readings
are not supported by either the Alexandrian or the Western text. As
these two ancient texts stand against the Koine (K), they are at
times separate from each other, but often they are together in their
opposition, particularly where the text divides into but two read-
ings, one of which is read by K. ,

Therefore, in the places in List 1 where the Alexandrian and
Western texts are separate, Table 1 delineates K’s variation from the
Alexandrian text-type. Table 2 gives the papyrus-supported Byzan-

nasmuch as Lists 4 and 5 involve less clear-cut alignments, they therefore have
no firm textual basis of comparison (i.e., from which the Pap-Byz-+ varied) which
would show up meaningfully in a table. For this reason Lists 4 and 5 were not
tabulated.

209
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tine variants as over against the Western. In Table 3 are found the
kinds of variations in distinctively Byzantine readings when the two
other traditions are combined against it. Table 4 gathers its material
from List 2—those papyrus-Byzantine readings which were aligned
with the Western text but opposed by the Alexandrians and WH.
Table 5 gathers the statistics on kinds of readings involved in List 3,
where Papyrus-Byzantine-Alexandrian alignments are followed also
by WH but opposed by the Westerns.

The table 1 shows the kinds of variants in Papyrus-supported
Byzantine readings (PB) as compared with opposing Alexandrian
readings (where the Alexandrian reading is separate from the West-
ern). The other abbreviations and symbols used in this and the
other tables are as follows: art = article, pro = pronoun, con =
conjunction, oth = other (other word or words), form = the same
basic word but a different form of it), word = a substitution of a
different word which may or may not be a synonym; wo = word
order (a different arrangement of the same words); x = substitution
and/or addition or omission of more than one word and often ac-
companied by some change in word order.2

2Tables 1-3 are compiled from List 1.



Table 1: Papyrus-Byzantine versus Alexandrian

Reference

PB adds:
art pro con oth

PB omuits:
art pro con oth

PB subst.:
form word

wo X

Matt. 26:22

Mark 5:42

X

X

X

6:45
6:48
6:50

7:30
9:20
12:17

Luke 11:12
12:30

24:47

John 5:37

6:57
7:39
9:28

10:19
10:31
11:19

11:21
11:32
12: 9

13:26
14: 5
19: 4

19:35

Acts 10:37

16:39

Rom. 16:23

I Cor. 9:21
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Table 1 (cont.)

PB adds: PB omits: PB subst.:
Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x
Phil. 1:14 X
Heb. 10:38 X

The table below shows the kinds of variants in Papyrus-
supported Byzantine readings (PB) as compared with opposing
Western readings (where the Western reading is separate from the
Alexandrian):

'Table 2: Papyrus-Byzantine versus Western

PB adds: PB omits: PB subst.:
Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x

Matt. 26:22 X

Mark 5:42 X
6:45 X

6:48 X

6:50 X

7:30 X

9:20 X

12:17 X

Luke 11:12 X X
12:30 X
24:47 X

John  5:37 X
6:57 X
7:39 X
9:28 X
10:19 X
10:31 X
11:19| x X
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Table 2 (cont.)

PB adds: - PB omits: PB subst.:

Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x
John 11:21 X

11:32 X

12: 9 X

13:26 X

14: 5 X X

19: 4 X

19:35 X
Acts 10:37 X X

16:39 X
Rom. 16:23 X X
I Cor. 9:21 X
Phil. 1:14 X
Heb. 10:38 X

The table below shows the kinds of variants in Papyrus-
supported Byzantine readings (PB) as compared with opposing
Western-Alexandrian alignments:

Table 3: Papyrus-Byzantine versus Western-Alexandrian

PB adds: PB omuts: PB subst.:

Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x
Matt. 6: 2 X

7:12 X

7:30 X

7:31 X X X

7:32 X

7:35 X

— X

7:36 X

9: 6 X X
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Table 3 (cont.)

Reference

PB adds:
art pro con oth

PB omuts:
art pro con oth

PB subst.:
form word

wo X

Matt. 9:20
12: 6

12:16

X

X

X

Luke 6:28

6:39

X

9:30
10:21
10:39

11:12
11:33
11:50

12: 5
12:21
12:22

12:23
12:31
13: 2

13:19
13:28
14: 3

14:23
14:24

15:21
15:22
23:53

John  1:39

2:15

2:24
4:14
4:31
6:10
7: 3
7:40
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Table 3 (cont.)

Reference

PB adds:
art pro con oth

PB omits:
art pro con oth

PB subst.:
form word

wo X

John

8:21
8:51
8:54

X

9:16
9:19
9:26

9:35
10:29

10:32
10:38

11:21
11:29
11:31

11:32
12: 6
12:36

13:26
19:11

Acts

20:17

4:33

7:14
9: 3

9:38
11:11
13:26

14:15
16:16
17:13

Rom.

23:12

10:14
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Table 3 (cont.)

PB adds: PB omits: PB subst.:
Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x
I Cor. 4:11 X
5:10| X
7: 5 X
7: 7 X
— X
9: 7 X X
10: 8 X
11:26 X
II Cor. 9:10 X
Gal. 4:31 X
Eph. 2:12 X
5:9 X
Col. 3:16 X
3:22 X
4:12 X
Heb. 3:3 X
7: 1 X
10:17 X
11: 4 X
11:32 X
12:25 X X
— X
IPet. 2:5| x
3.7 X
5: 8 X
IT Pet. 2: 4 X
2:5 X
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Table 3 (cont.)

PB adds: PB omits: PB subst.:
Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word wWo X
Jude 25 X
— X
Rev. 9:20 X
10: 2 X
10: 8 X
11: 2 X
11: 6 X
11:12 X
11:19 X
12: 7 X
12: 9 X
12:13 X
13:13 X
14: 8 X
15: 8 X
16: 3 X
16:10 X

The table below shows the kinds of variants in Papyrus-
Byzantine-Western (PBW) alignments as compared with opposing
Alexandrian readings:3

Table 4: PBW versus Alexandrian

PBW adds: PBW omits: PBW subst.:
Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x
Matt. 26:27 | x
26:31 X
26:45| x
Mark 6:22 X X
— X X

3Compiled from List 2.
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Table 4 (cont.)

PBW adds: PBW omuts: PBW subst.:
Reference art pro con oth | art pro con oth | form word | wo x
Mark 6:41 X

— X
7: 5 X
7: 6 X
— X
7:29 X
8:13 X
8:20 X
8:36 B X
8:37 X
9: 3 X
9:29 X X
11:33 X
Luke 5:2 X
7: 6 X
9:18 X
9:34 X
— X X
10:13 X
10:19 X
10:20 X
10:30 X
10:32 X
10:39 X
— X
— X
11:25 X
11:30 X
11:44 X
11:48 X X
12: 6 X
12:22 X
12:29 X
12:49 X
12:54| x
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Table 4 (cont.)

Reference

PBW adds:
art pro con oth

PBW omuts:
art pro con oth

PBW subst.:
form word

wo X

Luke —
12:56
13: 5

X

X
X
X

13: 9
13:14
13:15

22:47
23: 5
23:31

4:11
4:29

John

4:37
4:39
4:50

4:51
4:53
5:17

5:19
6:42
6:43

6:45
6:71
7: 4

7:16
7:41
7:52

8:28
8:38
9:11

9:17
9:35
10: 7

10:18
10:22
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Table 4 (cont.)

Reference

PBW adds:
art pro con oth

PBW omits:
art pro con oth

PBW subst.:
form word

wo x

John 10:26
10:28
10:32

X

11:21
11:22
11:28

11:29

11:32

11:44
11:54
11:57

12: 1
12:16
12:22

12:34
. 13: 2
13: 3

13:18

13:20

13:21
13:22
13:23

13:24
13:25
13:26

13:29

14: 4
14: 7

14:14
14:26
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Table 4 (cont.)

Reference

PBW adds:
art pro con oth

PBW omuts:
art pro con oth

wo X

John 15: 4
16:23
17:13

18:10
18:20

Acts

Rom.

I Cor.
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Table 4 (cont.)

Reference

PBW adds:
art pro con oth

PBW omats:
art pro con oth

PBW subst.:
form word

wo X

I Cor. 4:14
4:17

9: 2

X

10: 9
11: 3
11:15

11:32
12: 3
12:24

13:11
14:21
14:39

15:31

II Cor. 1:19

Gal. 5:7

Eph.

Phil. 2:5

Col. 4:12

Heb. 7:22
10: 1
12:25

13: 6

222



The table below shows the kinds of variants in Papyrus-
Byzantine-Alexandrian (PBA) alignments as compared with oppos-
ing “Western” readings:*

Reference

Table 5: PBA versus Western

PBA adds:
art pro con oth

PBA omits:
art pro con oth

PBA subst.:
form word

wo X

Mark 7: 6
‘ 7:29
8:15

Luke 7:47
10:36

11:13
11:43
11:54

12:27
14: 1
14: 2

16: 6
22:19
24: 6

24:12
24:51
24:52

MoM M M

John 4:51
7: 8

10:11
10:34
11:35

Acts

U0 |t =t
VN =N O

S:
5:
5:
6:
6:

4Compiled from List 3.

223



Table 5 (cont.)

Reference

PBA adds:
art pro con oth

PBA omits:
art pro con oth

PBA subst.:
form word

wo X

6:15
8:23
10:33

Acts

10:38
12:20
13:27

13:33
13:47
16:18

16:38
17:14

Rom.

MoM (M M
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Table 5 (cont.)

Reference

PBA adds:
art pro con oth

PBA omits:
art pro con oth

PBA subst.:
form word

wo X

Rom.

10: 8

10:20

X

11: 4
11: 7
11:14

11:17
11:31
12: 3

12: 4
12: 5
12:13

e

13: 4
13: 9
13:10

14:16
15: 4
15:13

ISl ]

15:14

15:16
15:18
15:20

15:22
15:23
15:24

15:30
15:33

16: 1
16: 5
16: 7

16: 9
16:17
16:18
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Table 5 (cont.)

Reference

PBA adds:
art pro con oth

PBA omits:
art pro con oth

PBA subst.:

form word

wo X

Rom.

16:20
16:27

X

X

I Cor.

—_—

[

eo |ae oo co|ee oo oo |ee oo oo se se oo |eo
ot
O N =W = 00N O AR WN

] P
DO [r—= =
PN IS

7:26
7:28

7:29
7:32
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Table 5 (cont.)

Reference

PBA adds:
art pro con oth

PBA omuts:
art pro con oth

PBA subst.:

_form word

wo X

I Cor.

X
X
X

»

(x)
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Charts

The following charts are an attempt to draw some statistical con-
clusions based on the preceding tables of the four basic textual
alignments. As in the tables, the charts will use the following sym-
bols: PB = papyrus readings supporting the Byzantine text; A =
the Alexandrian text; and W = the Western text. Thus PB/A/W
means the Papyrus-Byzantine readings are being compared against
the Alexandrian where it diffcrs from the Western readings (see Ta-
bles 1 and 2). This aligning of textual readings is also done for PB/
AW, PBW/A, and PBA/W (see Tables 3, 4, and 5 respectively).

Chart 1 shows the number of occurrences for each alignment con-
sidered in the Tables and the percentage of the total variants each
table represents.

Chart 1
Readings Number of Percentage
Tables Compared Occurrences of Total
1-2 PB/A/W 31 6.3
3 PB/AW 121 24.7
4 PBW/A 169 34.4
5 PBA/W 170 34.6
Total: 491 100.0%
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Chart 2 shows the number and the relative percentages for each
basic textual alignment. The total is greater here than Chart 1 be-
cause some verses contain more than one variant. As in the Tables,
Chart 2 uses the following symbols: Add = a word is added to a
reading; Omit = a word is omitted; word and form = either a word
form is changed or a word is substituted by a synonym; x = substi-
tution and/or addition of more than one word.

Chart 2
Readings word
Table Compared Add Omit  form wo x  Total
1 PB/A 8 7 IS 4 3 37
2 PB/W 6 9 11 6 4 36
3 PB/AW 28 20 64 16 0 128
4 PBW/A 53 34 72 24 2 185
s PBAW S0 31 73 21 9 184
Totals: 145 101 235 71 18 570
1 PB/A 21.6 18.9 40.5 10.8 8.2 100. %
2 PB/W 16.7 25.0 30.6 16.7 11.1 100. %
3 PB/AW 219 15.6 50.0 12.5 0.0 100. %
4 PBW/A 28.6 18.4 389 129 1.1 100. %
5 PBA/W 27.2  16.8 39.7 11.4 4.8 100. %

Average Percentages: 23.2  18.9 39.9 129 5.0 100. %

Charts 3-5 analyze more specifically the nature of the variants
among the alignments. For additions and omissions (Charts 3 and
4), the particular variants listed for each alignment are articles (art),
pronouns (pro), conjunctions (con), and other miscellaneous
changes (oth). Chart 5 shows the numbers of form and word
changes for each alignment.

Chart 3: Additions

Readings
Table Compared art pro con oth Total
1 PB/A 0 1 2 5 8
2 PB/W 1 0 1 4 6
3 PB/AW 4 6 6 12 28
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(Conr'd.)
4 PBW/A 17 3 16 17 53
s PBAW 9 9 6 2 50
Totals: 31 19 31 64 145
1 PB/A 0.0 125 25.0 62.5 100. %
2 PB/W 16.7 0.0 16.7 66.7 100. %
3 PB/AW 143 214 214 428 100. %
4 PBW/A 32.1 5.7 30.2 32.1 100. %
5 PBA/W 18.0 18.0 12.0 52.0 100. %
Average Percentages: 16.2  11.5 21.1  51.2 100. %
Chart 4: Omissions
Readings
Table Compared art pro con oth 1otal
1 PB/A 2 1 1 3 7
2 PB/W 0 1 3 5 9
3 PB/AW 4 1 7 8 20
4 PBW/A 7 6 8 13 34
5 PBA/W 3 3 i) 18 31
Totals: 18 12 24 47 101
1 PB/A 286 143 143 429 100. %
2 PB/W 0.0 11.1 333 55.6 100. %
3 PB/AW 20.0 5.0 350 40.0 100. %
4 PBW/A 206 17.6 235 38.3 100. %
5 PBA/W 16.1 9.7 16.1 58.1 100. %
Average Percentages: 17.1 11.5 244 469 100. %
Chart 5: Changes
Readings  Number: Percentage:
Table Compared form word Total form word Total
1 PB/A 9 6 15 60.0 40.0 100 %
2 PB/W 7 4 11 63.6 36.4 100 %
3 PB/AW 38 26 64 59.4 40.6 100 %
4 PBW/A 46 26 72 63.9 36.1 100 %
5 PBAW 29 4 73 39.7 60.3 100 %
Totals: 129 106 235 Avg.: 57.3 42.7 100 %



A Bibliography of New Testament
Textual Criticism

A Bibliography of New Testament Textual Criticism

This bibliography, while including works and articles consulted
in research for the original dissertation, has been expanded consid-
erably to furnish background reading for a course in textual crit-
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Didache
Walker

Doctrine and Textual Variation
Barrett
Clark, K.
Conybeare
Epp
Howard, W.
Saunders
Stewart
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Ecclesiastical Text
Lake, K.

Eclecticism (Rational,
Intrinsic . . .)
Birdsall
Elliott, J.

Epp

Fee

Flatt
Housman
Kilpatrick
Martini
Ross

Tov
Vaganay

Egypt, Early Christian
Roberts, C.

Egyptian Text, see Alexandrian
Text

Elzevir-Text
Hall, I.

Ephesians, Text of
Black, D.
Moir

Epistles, Pauline
Dahl
Mowry
Zuntz

Erasmus and the T.R.

Clark, K.

Dods

Froude

Giese

Rabil

Reicke

Tarelli

Euripedes
Turyn
Zuntz

Eusebius
Lake, K.
Lawlor
Murphy
Suggs
Tasker
Wallace-Hadrill

LEvangelion Da-Mepharreshe
Burkitt

Exegesis, T.C. and
Epp and Fee
Lake, K.

Pack

External Evidence and N.T.T.C.

Colwell

Ezekiel
Payne

Facsimiles, see Manuscripts

Family E
Champlin
Geerlings
McReynolds and Wisse
Wisse and McReynolds

Family II
Champlin
Geerlings
Oliver

Family 1
Lake, K.
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Family 13
Geerlings
Harris, J.

Lake, K. and S.

Fathers, Church (Patristics)
Altaner
Ante-Nicene Fathers
Carroll
Dumeige (chart)
Grant, R.

Hort
Kim
Labriolle
Migne
Musurillo
Quasten
Sagnard
Telfer

Fathers, T.C. by the Church
Brock
Metzger

Fayumic
Husselmann
Wilson

Ferrar Group, see Family 13

Festschriften

(Bibliog. entry . . . name of

honored)
Baarda . . . Black
Barclay . . . MacGregor
Birdsall . . . Casey
Clark, K. ... Zwaan
Daube . . . Lewald
Epp and Fee . . . Metzger
Kilpatrick . . . Griesbach
Kilpatrick . . . Schmid
Klijn . . . Schubert
Martini . . . Nida

Scott . . . Schultz
Studies . . . K. W. Clark
Wood . . . Harris

Forgeries
Metzger

Form Ciriticism and T.C. see also
Synoptic Problem and T.C.
Grant, E

Gadarenes, Gerasenes, Gergesenes
Baarda

Genealogical Method
Colwell

Georgian Version
Birdsall

Gospel Harmonies, see
Diatessaron
Higgins

Gospels, Synopsis of the Four
Aland
Swanson

Gospels, Text of
Baarda
Barnard
Birdsall
Black, M.
Rlake and l.ake
Bruce
Buchanan
Burkitt
Colwell
Hedley
Lake, K.

Lake, K. and S.
Martini
Oliver
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Perumalil
Sanday
Streeter
Suggs
Taylor
Williams

Gothic
Friedrichsen

Greek, “Biblical”
McKnight

Greek Grammar and T.C.
Tarelli

Greek-Latin Diglotts, see Codex
D
Dahl

Greek Language, Aspects of
Mandilaras

Greek Language and Early
Christianity
Mussies

Greek Literary Criticism
Biggs
Butcher
Daube
Davison
Farmer
Grube
Murray, G.
Pfeiffer
Roberts
Valk

Greek New Testaments
Bover

The Greek N.T. 1, 2,3

The Greek N.T. M-Text
Hoskier (Apoc.)

H KAINH ATAGHKH
Legg (Mk. and Mt.)
Merk

Novum Testamentum Graece
Ropes (Acts)

Scrivener

von Soden

Tasker

Tischendorf

Vogels

Westcott and Hort
Wettstein

Greek Text of the King James
Burgon
Hodges
Scrivener

Griesbach
Kilpatrick
Tregelles

Grouping N.T. MSS
Colwell
Hurtado
McReynolds
McReynolds and Wisse
Omanson
Richards
Voss

Harklean N.T.
Brock
Zuntz

Harmonization(s)
Bruggen
Hills
Howard
Wenham
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Hebrews
Beare
Hoskier

Hesychius and H. Recension
Jellicoe
Kenyon
Vaccari

Hippolytus, Text of
Osburn

Historic Present
Kilpatrick

History of the Church
Danielou
Labroille
Lawlor
Schaff

History of Doctrine
Bethune-Baker
Danielou
Graut, R.
Harnack

History of N.T.T.C.
Bristol
Conybeare
Fox
Metzger
Riddle
Swete
Turner, C.
Valentine-Richards
Vincent

History of the Text of N.T.
Burkitt
Clark
Cambridge

Daniels and Suggs
Reicke

Reuss

Riddle

Studies

Tregelles

Trevor

Turner

Holy Spirit and Western Text
Black

Homer
Davison
Valk

Homoeoteleuton
Royse

Ignatius
Corwin
Grant, R.

Iliad
Valk

Indexes to articles
Mattill
Metzger

Inerrancy and N.T.T.C.
Borland

Inscriptions, T.C. of
Kent

Inspiration and Variation
Becker

International Greek N.T. Project

Elliott
Omanson
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Interpretation and T.C., see
Exegesis
Pack

Introductions (Manuals and
Handbooks) to N.T.T.C. and T.C.
generally
Aland, K. & B.
Colwell
Dearing
Finegan
Greenlee
Greg
Gregory
Kenyon
Lake and New
Maas
Metzger
Miller
Nestle
Renehan
Robertson
Reynolds
Scrivener
Souter
Taylor
Twilley
Vaganay
Vogels
Warfield

Irenaeus
Grant, R.
Perumalil

Itacism and T.C.
Moir

Itala, see Old Latin

Jerome
Bell

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

Kilpatrick
Metzger

Jewish Lectionaries
Morris

John, Epistles of
Richards

John, Prologue to
O’Neil

John, Text of
Birdsall
Buck
Clark, K.
Fee
Harkins
Nevius
Tasker

Jude
Kubo

KAITE Recension
Bodine
Jellicoe

Karahissar, Four Gospels of
Colwell

King James Version (Pro and Con)
Brown
Bruggen
Burgon
Carson
Fuller
Hills
Hodges
Hoskier

Lachmann, Greek Text of
Tregelles
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Language of N.T.
Gingrich
Johnson, G.
McKnight
Metzger
Payne
Sibinga
Simcox
Swete
Turner

Languages in First Century
Palestine
Leiberman

Latin, T.C. and
Bevenot
Buchanan
Gochee
Kennedy
Reynolds
Stone
West
Wilhelm-Hooijbergh

Lectionary (-ies)
Bray
Buck
Burns
Colwell
Colwell and Riddle
Lake, K. and S.
Logachev
Morris
Tarelli
Wikgren

Linguistic Aspects in MSS
Tarelli

Literacy in the 1st Century
Cambridge

Lord’s Prayer
Bandstra

Lucian
Metzger

Luke and Luke-Acts, Text of
Aune
Bray
Brock
Elliott
Glover
Klijn
Oliver
Richards
Tasker
Tenney
Voobus

Majority Text View (con)
Carson
Fee
Holmes
Taylor, R. A.

Majority Text View (pro)
Borland
Bruggen
Fuller
Hills
Hodges
Miller
Pickering

Manuscripts, Facsimiles and
Descriptions of

Hatch

Hull

Tasker

Turner
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Marcion
Blackman
Tertullian

Mark, Text of
Bratcher and Nida
Elliott, J.

Fee

Geerlings and New
Huffman

Huston

Lake, Blake and New
Lake, K. and S.
Legg

Linton

Markan Style
Elliott
Turner, C.

Matthew, Text of
Dicks
Kim
Legg
Wallace-Hadrill

Medieval MS, T.C. of a
Saunders

Methodology, Text-Critical
Colwell
Elliott
Epp
Flatt
Hurtado
Kilpatrick
Pack
Richards
Ross
Tov

Methods of Textual Editing
Dearing

Fee
Ross

Middle Ages, Study of Bible in
Smalley

Mill
Fox
Kilpatrick

Miniaturists, Illuminators,
Calligraphers, and Copyists
Bradley

Moeris
Elliott

Names in MSS, Addition of
Metzger

Nature and Tasks of N.T.T.C.
Oliver
Parvis

Nestle and UBS Greek Testaments
Bartsch
Elliott, J.
Kilpatrick

New English Bible, Text of
Gaumer
Kubo
Tasker

New Testament Textual Criticism

Current; See Current Situation in
NTTC.

Nomina Sacra
Oikonomides

Old Latin
Bakker
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Bevenot
Friedrichsen
Gochee
Kennedy
Musurillo
Stone

Old Salvonic
Logachev

Old Syriac, see Syriac
Chase
Voobus

Old Testament T.C.
Jellicoe
Klein
Orlinsky
Tov
Waard
Walter
Wurthwein

Origen
Bonwetsch
Brock
Fee
Kahle
Kim
Metzger
Michacls
Pack
Streeter
Tasker

Orthodox Church View of

N.T.T.C.
Casey

Orthography & T.C.
Moir

Palaeography
Barbour

Groningen
Metzger
Roberts
Thompson
Thoyts
Turner

Pamphilus
Murphy

Papias
Perumalil

Papyri, see Various Papyri

Numbers
Aland
Barns
Beare
Bell
Birdsall
Estrada
Fee
Filson
Fincgan
Fotheringham
Fitzmyer
Gignac
Grenfell
Kenyon

Maldfeld and Metzger

Martin
Mectzger
Moulton
O’Callaghan
Roberts
Turner, E.
Unger
Wikgren
Youtie

Papyri and the N.T.

Mandilaras

289
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P45 46 47 Erickson
Beare Fee
Bell Fitzmyer
Fotheringham Harley
Hoskier Harvie
Huston King
Kenyon Martin
Mowry Metzger
Sandecrs Portcr
Streeter West
Tarelli
Tasker Papyrologist, Work of a
Williams Youtie
Zuntz

P52 Papyrology
Roberts Gignac

psé Patristic Evidence
Barns Casey
Birdsall Fee
Breidenthal Klign
Clark, K.W. Metzger
Collins Migne
Fee Musurillo
Frank Sagnard
Funk Stewart
King and Patterson Suggs
Klijn Wiallace-Hadrill
Martin
Metzger Patristics
Smothers Altaner
Teeple and Allyn Quasten

P72
Beare Pauline Epistles
Birdsall Davies
Kubo Mowry
Martin Osburn
Quinn Zuntz

P75 Persian Harmonies
Birdsall Higgins
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Peshitta
Black, M.
Voobus

I Peter
Beare

Philippians
Wilson

Photius
Birdsall

Phrynicus
Elliott

Pickering, Critique of
Carson
Fee
Taylor, R. A.

Platonists, Christian
Biggs

Praxis in MSS, see Methodology
Sitterly

Preacher and N.T.T.C.
Dunkerley
Robertson

Present Trends in N.T.T.C., see
Current Situation

Profile Method; see Claremont
Profile Method

Prologues
Grant. R.
Heard

Pronouns
Kilpatrick

Provenance
Hanson
Skeat
Stone

Psalms
Pietersma

Pseudepigrapha
Metzger

Quantitative Relationships, see

also Classifications of MSS
Colwell and Tune
Fee
Hurtado
Richards

Rabbula
Baarda
Voobus

Rationalism and T.C.
Hodges

Reading, Bible
Harnack

Redaktionsgeschicte and
N.T.T.C., scc also Synoptic
Problem and T.C.

Oliver

Parvis

Revelation, Text of
Birdsall
Hodges
Hoskier
Ross
Sanders
Schmid
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Reviews of Greek N.T.’s and
Textual Commentary
Bartsch
Black
Elliott, J.
Kilpatrick
O’Flaherty

Reviews of Modern Versions
Newton

Revised Version (ERV)
Burgon
Newton

Whitney

RSV N.T. Textual Base
Lightfoot

Romans
Gamble
Knox
Williams

Rules, Limitation of Textual
Tov

Russian Orthodox and N.T.T.C.

Casey

Sacred Texts, Critical study of
O’Flaherty

Scholia
Valk

Scholz, Greek Text of
Tregelles

Scribal Habits
Colwell
Fee

Junack

Millard

Milne and Skeat
Royse

Tarelli

Scribal Leaps
Royse

Scrivener’s Manuscripts
Kubo

Search for Lost MSS
Deuel

Second Century Greek
Scholarship
Sandys

Second Century Text
Sanday
Shelley

Second Century Literature and
Words of Jesus
Wright

Semitism(s)
Black
Payne, D.
Wilcox
Yoder

Septuagint and Textual Criticism
Brock
Jellicoe
Klien
Orlinsky
Tov
Walter
Wevers
Wurthwein
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Sermon on the Mount
Peacock .

Slavonic Text
Logachev

von Soden
Gallagher
Royse
Voss
Wisse

von Soden’s Apparatus, Key to

Kraft

Source Criticism and T. C., see

Synoptic Problem and T. C.

Spanish Scholars and T. C.
Janeway
Metzger

Spanish Versions
Aulie

Standard Text, the New
Aland
Bartsch
Kilpatrick
Moir

Style and N.T.T.C., see also:

Eclecticism (Rational,
Intrinsic . . .)

Elliott, J.

Johnson, A.

Kilpatrick

Ross

Simcox

Turner, C.

Turner, N.

Synodican
Voobus

Synoptic Parallels
Reicke
Swanson

Synoptic Problem and T. C.
Burrows
Dearing
Fee
Kilpatrick
Lowe
Orchard
Sanders
Stoldt
Swanson
Wenham

Syriac
Brock
Burns
Chase
Emerton
Howard
Lewis
Thomson
Voobus
Zuntz

Syrianisms
Williams

Tatian
Carroll
Grant, R.
Harris
Metzger
Quispel

Terms, Technical
Soulen

293
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Tertullian
Labriolle
Tenney

Text-types
Colwell
Voss

Text-types, MS Membership in;
see also Classification of MS$S
Richards

Textual Commentaries, see
Commentaries on N.T. Text

Textual Commentary, Reviews of
Elliott
Royse

Textual Criticism, Church Fathers
and
Metzger

Textual Criticism and N.T. Canon
Wikgren

Textual Criticism and Reason
Houseman
Reneham

Textual Criticism in the Pulpit
Dunkerly

Textual Criticism of the Classics
by Ancient Literary Critics, see
Alexandrian Methods

Davison

Dawe

Pfeiffer

Valk

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

Textual Variation and Synoptic
Tendency

Kilpatrick

Sanders

Textus Receptus
Fee
Hodges
Kilpatrick
Streeter

Textus Receptus, A New
Aland
Bartsch
Kilpatrick
Moir

Thcodotian
Cooper

Theology and Textual Variation,
see Doctrine and Textual Variation
Barrett

Theophilus
Grant, R.

Third World and New Testament
Greek Text
Nida

Thomas, Gospel of
Marcovich

Quispel

Timothy and Titus
Elliott, J.

Tischendorf
Moir
Tregelles
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Tradition, Scripture and
Grant, R.

Traditional Text
Burgon

Translation
Brock

Translation and New Testament
Greek Text
Nida

Transmission of the Texrt, see
History of the Text

Bevenot

Davison

Turner, N.

Tregelles, Samuel P
Fromow
Stunt

Triple Readings
Hutton

UBS Textual Apparatus, Use of
Edwards

Unknown Gospel
Bell & Skeat

Variant Reading(s), Classification
of
Colwell and Tune

Epp

Versions, Ancient
Burkitt
Metzger

Versions and the Greek Text

Aulie

Brock

Hoskier

Klijn

Metzger

Voobus

Wikgren

Victorinus
Bruce

Vulgate Version
Argyle
Bell
Gochee
Jones

Westcott and Hort, Theory and
Text of

Burgon

Everts

Fuller

Hills

Janeway

Martin

Patrick

Pickering

Salmon

Westcott and Hort

Western Noninterpolations
Snodgrass
Voobus

Western Text, see Codex D
(Bezae)

Rartsch

Black

Boisnard

Boyer

Buchanan
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Clark, A. Ropes
Dahl Salmon
Duplacy Scrivener
Ellis Stone
Epp Tarelli
Gaumer Voobus
Hanson Wilcox
Hatch Williams
Kilpatrick Yoder
Klijn

Pack Word Order

Peterson Kilpatrick



Scripture Index to Bibliography

This is an index of articles and books on text-critical treatment of
New Testament passages. For additional comments on these and
other texts see Commentaries on N.T. Text in the Subject Index to
Bibliography.

Matthew 8:38 Ross
1:16 Metzger 9:38 Elliott
5:4,5 Ross Ross
5-7 Peacock 9:44 and 46 Ross
6:9-13 Bandstra 10:2 Elliott

Bruggen 11:24 Elliott
8:28 Baarda 14:24 Emerton
9:1-8 Reicke 16:9-20 Bruce
11:25 Klijn Burgon
14:22-33 Sibinga Colwell
16:2b-3 Hirunuma Farmer
19:16,17 Wenham Horst
22:32 Ross Kahle
23:14 Ross Meye
Salmon

Mark Thompson

1:1 Globe Zwemer
Slomp

1:4 Elliott T.uke

1:27 Elliott 1:49 Ross

1:41 Elliott 1:70 Ross

3:1-6 Sibinga 8:26 Baarda

5:1 Baarda 9 Ross

5:22 Elliott 10:42 Baker

6:3 Elliott Fee

6:22 Elliott 11:1-4 Bandstra

6:41 Elliott Bruggen
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22:15-20 Chadwick 15:19 Ross
22:43:44 Duplacy 16:25-27 Hurtado
Erhman and
Plunkett 1 Corinthians
24:51 Epp 4:6 Strugnell
10:9 Osburn
John 14:34,35 Ellis
1:34 Kilpatrick 15:51 Jones
1:14 Elliott
1:15 Michaels 2 Corinthians
1:18 Abbot 1:12 Thrall
McReynolds 5:3 Thrall
3:25 Ross 5:10 Ross
4:51 Freed
5:2 Hodges Galatians
Jeremias 4:24 26 Kepple
Wieand
5:4 Fee Ephesians
Hodges 1:1 Best
6:56 Ross Black
7:53-8:11 Hodges
Johnson Phillipians
Salvoni 1:11 Ross
Trites
Wikgren 2 Timothy
8:25 Frank 1:17 Wilhelm-
Funk Hooijbergh
8:39 Mees 3:2 Bevenot
10:38 Ross
12:1 Ross Hebrews
2:9 Elliott
Acts 12:3 Ellingsworth
10:30 Ross
10:36 Riesenfeld James
15:14 Smothers 2 Hodges
16:12 Wikgren
1 Peter
Romans 1:8 Ross
5:1 Moir 2:3 Quinn
9:5 Lattey 5:9 Quinn

Metzger 5:14 Quinn



1 John
5:7-8

Jude

22-23

SCRIPTURE INDEX TO BIBLIOGRAPHY

Revelation
Jenkins 4:11 Ross
Ending Ross
Osburn
Ross

Kubo






Index of Persons
and Subjects in Text

Aricanus 33, 44, 115

Aland 22, 140

Alexandria 42, 104, 106, 108, 115,
118, 128

Alexandria, school of 68, 106, 108,
115

Alexandrian editorial changes 58,
64, 121

Alexandrian recension, early 68,
124

Alexandrian text 9, 66, 68, 93

Alexandrinus, Codex 91-92

Antioch 67-69, 104-106, 115

Antioch, school of 106, 115, 128

Apocrypha 44

Apolloniades 119

archetype 90

Aristotle 119

Arius 115

Arndt, W. 105

arrangement of readings in lists 137

Artemon 118

Asclepiades 119

assimilation 78, 79, 116

Athanasius 40, 42, 43

attestation of support for readings
139

atticism 92, 108-114, 128

Augustine 40

Baker, A. 86

Basil 40
Bengel 13
Birdsall, J. 108, 123
Bodmer Papyri 141
Bover, J. 61, 99, 101, 102, 121, 140
Bruggen, V. 33
Burgon, J. 9, 13, 15, 16, 23, 36, 37,
45, 46, 48, 83, 129
Burkitt, E 55-57, 67, 68, 86
Butcher, S. 125
Byzantine readings
early age of 53-97
found in early papyri 55-69,
145-159
neglect of unjustified 59-65
not always improvements 57-58
not result of fourth century edit-
ing 59-62
lateness of non-papyrus-sup-
ported now questionable 64,
65
accounting for papyrus-sup-
ported 65-69
in western alignments 70-76,
160-174
Byzantine text
alignments of 137-200
view of crucial to textual crit-
icism 9-10
definition of 13
names of 13

301
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Byzantine text—Continued
provenance of 13, 104-106, 127
strands in (13-14) 39, 43, 90-94
considered secondary 9, 24-31
views of usefulness 9, 10, 13-23
considered primary 32-36
primacy examined 37-49
polarizing positions on 45
its independence 53-131
preserves second century tradi-

tion not preserved in other
text-types 60, 61, 64
composite nature of 90-94
unedited in WH sense 99-128
style of 107-114
conservative users of 115-121

Byzantine-Western alignments
examples of 160-173
old and originating in the East

70-76

Caesarea 42, 48, 68

“Caesarean” text 57, 67, 93

canon 42

Casey, R. 14

Celsus 113

charts 228-230

Chester Beatty Papyri 56ff, 71f, 74,
140-141

Chrysastom 13, 26, 29, 40, 77, 80,
125

Clark, A. 25

Clement of Alexandria 42, 63, 79,
117

Colwell, E. 14, 20, 56, 58, 63, 65,
66, 86, 96, 124

compositeness

applied to Aleph and B by Hort
90
applied to Family Pi by Lake 91,

92

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

applied to other groupings by
Kilpatrick 92-94
applied to K-text 90-94
“conflates,” conflation
used as a proof of Byzantine
lateness 25-26, 29, 30, 82, 130
not proof of lateness 82—89, 95,
102
non-Byzantine 84-88
Coptic versions 68
corrections in papyri 63-64, 74, 75
Corwin, V. 104
Curetonian Syriac 22
Cyprian 78

Deissmann, A. 108
deliberate changes, preserved in
groups of
mss, arose before 200 A.D.
92-94, 131
Demetrius 112, 113
difficult reading, prefer the more
114
Dionysius 116
distinctively byzantine readings
examples of 145-159
considered secondary and in-
ferior 15, 19, 20
set aside by WH as certainly late
27, 28
supposedly not attested by Fa-
thers before Chrysostom 28—
30
found in early papyri 55-69,
145-159
early age of 55-69
detection of papyrus-supported
141-144
identification of 141
additional to List I, 143, 188,
189, 200, 201
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Dobschutz, E. 21
doctrinal alteration 116-120
Downey, G. 104

Eastern Church 14
eclecticism 16-20, 23
editorial changes
Alexandrian and Western 58,
108-114, 121
Syrian 121
modern 189, 190, 201
Egyptian text, non-neutrality of 20,
22
Elliott, J. 18, 20, 114
epanalepsis 112
Epictetus 112, 113
Epp, E. 18
Euclid 119
Eusebius 21, 42, 118

Farmer, W. 125
Fee, G. 18
Fuller, D. 33

Galen 119

Geerlings, J. 92
genealogical argument 14, 102
genealogical method 20
Gothic version 13
Grant, E 17

Grant, R. 17

Greenlee, J. 19
Gregory 40

Griesbach 13, 73
Grube, G. 125

Hadas, M. 125

Hellenistic Greek and style of N. T.
107-114

heretics and variant readings
116-120

303

Hermophilus 119
Hesychian recension 22, 122
Hexapla 128
Hills, E. 16, 32ff., 37ff, 129
historic present 109
historical evidence
for K recension 26, 27
against K recension 122-126
silent 128
“history of the text,”
importance of 9, 10
synopsis of 131
Hodges, Z. 46, 47
homogeneity 92-94
Hoskier, H. 20, 56, 61, 121
Hug, H. 122

_inspiration 16, 33-35, 37, 38, 41,

44, 105
and providence 16, 33-36, 37-45
internal criteria 22, 26, 107
intrinsic evidence 27, 103, 130
Irenaeus 40, 42, 80, 116

Janeway, J. 22, 61, 101, 121
Jerome 123, 128

Kenyon, E 13, 20, 74, 77, 78, 140,
141

Kilpatrick, G. 10, 17, 18, 89,
92-94, 96-97, 108-111, 114,
122

King James Version 13, 45

koine style of K text 107-114

Kiimmel, W. 21

Lachmann, K. 14

Lake, K 14, 15, 21, 77, 107
Lake, S. 91, 92

latinisms 70, 74

Latin Vulgate 14, 41, 47, 78, 123
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Leggs S. 140

local texts, theory of 22

Lucian 21, 22, 122-124, 128

lucianic recension 13, 19, 21,
122-126

majority text view 46—48

Marcion 21, 79, 117

Martin, V. 141

Merk, A. 143

Metzger, B. 14, 19, 21, 30, 56, 59,
61, 122-123

Miller, E. 32

Moslem conquests 48

Moulton, J. H. 108

Nestle, E. 140

“neutral” text 20-24, 56, 57, 124

non-distinctive Byzantine readings
28

old Antiochian readings 22, 68

old Latin version, 47, 68, 78, 123,
126

“old uncials” insufficient for com-
plete picture of early textual
material 60, 62

Oliver, H. 21, 92

Origen 21, 24, 26, 33, 40, 41, 42,
44-45, 72, 79-80, 93, 96-97,
109, 113, 115, 117-118, 128

Pamphilus 21
papyri cited in support of dis-
tinctive and non-distinctive K
readings 55-69, 70-81, 145—
208
consulted 140-141
Parvis, M. 123
Pasquali, G. 60
patristic argument,
as used by Hort 15, 26-30, 78,
130

THE BYZANTINE TEXT-TYPE

flaw in Hort’s 77-81
time limits of, upset 102
patristic evidence 15, 26-30, 77-81
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